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INTRODUCTION: 



I. 



A. Background for the Study : 

The background work for the study, of which this is a final 
report, began early in 1967. At that time, staff interest in 
the topic of drug abuse and the seemingly related problems or 
alienation and disengagement reflected growing public and pro- 
fessional awareness of the magnitude of these problems. The 
first results of studies dealing both with what had become 
relatively widespread use of drugs, and with those young people 
who had disengaged themselves from the mainstream of society, 
had just emerged in the years 1966 through 1968 . One speaks of 
that period, only a few years past, as another generation in 
terms of the evolution of drug use. Thus, our Involvement re- 
flected public and professional concern about the growing so- 
cial problem of drug abuse. 

Feelings of concern regarding drug use and alienation werts 
exacerbated by the latent suspicion - soon to become growing 
awareness - that the drug users included many whom we tradi- 
tionally would have regarded as our leadership youth. Then, 
as now, it is a matter of concern and incredulity to be con- 
fronted with the fact that often the brightest, the most 
gifted, and the potentially most productive of our youth are 
becoming more and more heavily involved in a drug culture which 
may or may not constitute part of a philosophical and/or emo- 
tional alignment with a counter-culture. Clearly, drug use and 
its concomitants seemed to be part of a phenomenon which, nu- 
merically at least, represented something of a revolution. 

Growing interest in the phenomenon stemmed both from academic 
interest and deep concern with the psychological and social 
ramifications of drug involvement. 

The formal project began in mid- 1968 . Our proposal for this 
project represented the direct outgrowth of the following prior 
experience, which occurred in 196? and 1968. In early 1967, 
the staff of the Center for Community Research established con- 
tact with indigenous hippie leadership in the East Village sec- 
tion of New York City, As a result, we were asked by the staff 
of an underground newspaper ( The East Village Other ) to analyze 
drug use data collected from among readers of the newspaper. 

Among the 230 individuals who had responded to The East Village 
Other questionnaire, drug use data were strikingly similar to 
that collected during our later pilot study and during the major 
study itself,. That is, almost all of the respondents reported 
using marijuana, and, in addition, almost all reported having 
used between four and five other drugs. Similar to groups 
queried at a later date, many had initiated drug use at a very 
early age: a number reported having started at age 12 . 

Following this review of secondary . data » the Center - , r 
undertook a study of 50 members of the New York City hippie 
community. This pilot study helped to establish the logical 
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parameters for a more comprehensive study, and demonstrated 
clearly that It would be possible to employ indigenous hippie 
interviewers to facilitate the gathering of information from 
among this group. Finally, this early work with members of 
the hippie community, all of whom were drug users, suggested 
that the phenomena of drugs and alienation were not a passing 
phase or fad, but that instead they might be regarded as pre- 
cursors to a pervasive life style developing among today’s 
adolescents and young adults. 



B. Aims of the Study ; 

The global aim of the comprehensive descriptive study was 
to quantify and describe the characteristics of several groups, 
most particularly those which might be considered "at risk," in 
terms of drug use, and to compare them with non drug users. As 
stipulated in the grant proposal, there was an implicit hypothe- 
sis underlying the study, namely, that there are significant 
differences between those termed "hippies" and those termed "non 
hippies,' 1 in addition to the characteristics used in distin- 
guishing and selecting samples from the two groups. As was noted 
in the original proposal, it would have been possible to develop 
a number of predictions stemming from this hypothesis.- However, 
such experimental rigor seemed deleterious in that it would place 
a priori restrictions upon the nature of data collected. Instead, 
this was to serve as a descriptive study which would provide a 
wealth of data descriptive of the selected groups which could be 
used, in turn, to develop additional studies focusing upon various 
aspects of the population. Believing that drug use per se cannot 
be separated from the totality of individual functioning, and be- 
lieving that drug use and alienation best can be described through 
comparison with non-drug-using and overtly less disengaged indi- 
viduals, the study focused on the characteristics of four groups: 
hippies, weekend hippies, non-hippie drug users, and non-hippie 
non users. The following dimensions were established as the 
parameters of data collection: 

1 . Family background and characteristics of study par- 
ticipants : including socioeconomic status, religious 

identification, relations with other family members, 
perceived parental role and characteristics, poli- 
tical orientation, history of family disruption, and 
parental practices and attitudes toward alcohol and 
smoking , 

2 , Drug orientation and practices : including the extent 

and nature of drug use, sources for drugs, patterns 
of use, attitudes toward different drugs, reasons for 
the Initiation and termination of use, and properties 
attributed to various drugs; 
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3. Alienation: including attitudes toward society and 

various middle class concepts , political beliefs and 
ideals, and individual history of friendship patterns 
and feelings of being an outsider at various times j 

4 . Sexual orientation and practices : including attitudes 

and opinions ~aboub sexual mores and personal history 
of sexual behavior. 



Before proceeding to a discussion of the study and its 
results, it is important to make one final cautionary note. The 
time frame of the drug use phenomenon is very different from 
that of other social and personal developmental processes. The 
past two years, the years since the inception of this study, 
have witnessed a total revolution in the scope and nature of 
drug use - in truth, a ’’new generation” has developed in terms 
of orientation toward the use of drugs. Thus, some of the orig- 
inal objectives of this study have become irrelevant, and some 
of the findings may appear naive to the sophisticated reviewer. 

For example, it has become extremely difficult to define satis- 
factorily such terms as ''user' 1 or "non user" of drugs. At the 
time this study was proposed, it was generally accepted that any- 
one who used any drug, even at very infrequent intervals, could 
be classified a "user." Currently, it is no longer surprising 
to see someone "turning on" at a party, and it becomes much 
more difficult to draw such distinctions in a meaningful sense 
of the word. Those who would do so are reminded of the adoles- 
cents’ retort that we too are drug users: we smoke, we drink, 

we tranquilize, in short, we use many substances to augment, or 
to ward off, life experience. Bearing in mind the changing nature 
of the phenomenon, and also the impossibility of establishing 
any pharmacological definition of abuse, it is hoped that the 
reader will understand and tolerate the somewhat a priori de- 
lineations which will be made in the body of this text. 



The concept of drug use, let alone abuse, is extremely 
elusive. Clearly, the definition arising from a specific set 
of behaviors for a variety of drugs which may be available is 
a direct function of societal values as they relate to drug 
use. When planning the study one could have said with some 
assurance that any person who used any drug, including mari- 
juana, at all , was a drug user. Given that connotation of the 
term "drug use," one could scarcely make such a statement today, 
at least with respect to the psychotropic drugs. In an attempt 
to mediate between the original intent and context of the study 
and rapidly changing contemporary values, we have somewhat ar- 
bitrarily defined a drug user as any person who uses marijuana 
at ...least once a month, or who has used any other drug on at least 
two occasions. While admittedly arbitrary, there appears 

no particular reason why a greater or lesser frequency of use 
should be taken as a criterion. Moreover, as will be developed 
during the course of this report, this particular differentia— 

+ j on does appear fruitful, in terms of the observed differences 
w mg users and non users defined in this fashion. 
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A. Study Sample : 

Pour maj or divisions wars mads among s t udy s ub J s c t s » A 
form of quota samplying was used so that ultimately there would 
be Included 100 hippies residing in the East Village, 100 non 
resident or weekend hippies, i.e., those who lived with their 
parental families or others, and who did not reside in . the East 
Village, 100 urban non hippies, and 100 suburban non hippies. 

Two further stratifications were introduced into the sampling 
design, (1) in terms of sex, and (2)among the non- hippies in .terms 
of their being drug users or non drug users. The original sam- 
pling design is set forth below, in Tables la and lb. 



Table 1. Stipulated Sample Sizes 
a. Hippies and Weekenders 





Urban 


Suburban 


Hippie 


Male 


25 


25 


Female 


25 


25 


Weekender 


Male 


25 


25 


Female 


25 


25 



b. Non Hippies 





Urban 


Suburban 


User 


Male 


25 


25 


Female 


25 


25 


Non User 


Male 


25 


25 


Female 


25 


25 



The designation of individual study subjects took place 
as follows. First, a very general estimate was made of the 
total number of hippies residing in a defined area of New York 
City termed the '‘East Village," which includes all addresses 
lying south of 14th Street, north of Houston Street, 



west of 
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Avenue D, and east of Third Avenue. Having no reason to be- 
lieve that the hippie population was other than evenly distrib- 
uted throughout this area, the total number of hippies esti- 
mated to reside there (3,000) was divided by the total number 
of block faces in the area, providing an estimate of the num- 
ber of block faces which would have to be visited in' - ' 
order to obtain the requisite study sample. All block faces 
were numbered sequentially for the entire study district j spe- 
cific block face identification numbers then were selected 
through the application of a table of random numbers. Working 
from real estate maps which provided street addresses for each 
block face, again using a random number procedure, one specific 
address was selected from each block face which was to be the 
entry point for interviewers. 

Having established a specific address, interviewers were 
instructed to enter the building and begin alternatively with 
either the top-most apartment or the apartment on the lowest 
floor. This within-building initial assignment was done on a 
purely alternating basis to avoid any possible "floor bias," 
Interviewers knocked on the door of each apartment on the desig- 
nated floor and then progressed up or down through the house 
until an occupant answered the door. At that point, a screen- 
ing questionnaire (criteria listed on page 6 ) was administered, 
on the basis of which it was possible to decide on the spot 
whether that individual fit the study definition of a hippie. 

If this was the case, the study interview was completed im- 
mediately, In cases where there were no hippies residing at 
the specified street address, interviewers next visited the 
street address immediately to the left of the first designated 
address, continuing in such fashion (if it had been necessary, 
completely around the block) until a hippie was located. In 
fact, it was never necessary to traverse more than the ini- 
tially designated block face before encountering a hippie. In 
instances where more than one hippie lived in a particular 
apartment , only the individual answering the door was 
interviewed . 



Interviews were refused on only two occasions. The first 
was the result of the potential respondent’s allegedly feeling 
sick. The second was occasioned by the return of the respon- 
dent’s boyfriend, who snatched the interview schedule from the 
interviewer’s hand, tore it up, and ordered him out. Other 
than this, no difficulty was experienced in eliciting infor- 
mation from the hippie sample. A 100^ check of reported inter- 
views was undertaken by having Center professional staff visit 
each of the locations reported by the interviewers and ask 
whether the occupant had indeed been interviewed that day. 

No discrepancy occurred between interviewers ’ listings and 
the staff's follow-up inquiries. 
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A word is in order regarding the study definition of "hippie. 
On the basis of the earlier pilot study, it was possible to de- 
velop an operational definition of "hippicness" which then served 
as the basis for the determination of individual suitability for 
study inclusion. The criteria for inclusion, all of which had 
to be met by each hippie respondent, were as follows: 

1. Self-perceived alienation from the goals and values of 
society,' 

2. Self-identification as hippies or "free men." 

3- Identification and/or sympathy with a specific group 
of hippies, e.g., "diggers," "proves." 

4, A life style, including dress and abode, which was that 
commonly associated with the hippies. 

5. Identification with the "drug scene." 

As noted above. Information regarding these criteria was elicited 
at the time of first contact at the door; the formal study inter- 
view occurred only if the initial contact revealed all of these 
characteristics , 

The selection of the weekenders or "street sceners," i.e., 
the non resident hippies, unfortunately could not be as methodo- 
logically sound. Indeed, it was on a somewhat "first come, first 
served" basis. That Is, interviewers posted themselves on busy 
street corners within the geographic areas of the study, approach- 
ing all of those of hippie appearance whom they did not recog- 
nize as regular residents in the area. Interviewers first in- 
quired about place of residence; if it was not in the East 
Village, potential respondents were then asked questions reflect- 
ing the above-listed screening criteria. If the Individual 
proved eligible for study Inclusion, he was then asked to ad- 
journ to a nearby coffee shop to complete the Interview, Here 
too, perhaps surprisingly, no weekender respondent refused to 
complete the interview. It should be pointed out that this 
willingness among both weekenders and hippies to participate in 
the study most probably was born of two factors. First of all, 
experience indicates that the hippies are a proselytizing group. 
Even when not seeking "converts," they are apt to be most eager 
when given an opportunity to express their views of life, drugs, 
etc., especially if it is to another hippie who is anything but 
threatening. Secondly, those interviewed were paid $5.00 each 
for completing the interview, which took approximately an hour . 
Since most of them needed money, this incentive was conducive 
to cooperation. Overlying both of these factors was the overt 
blessing given the study by hippie leaders including Abbie 
Hoffman, who was at that time a more localized phenomenon. 
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In the original design it had been planned to develop 
equal cell Ns representing each of the strata shown in Tables 
la and lb; that is, there would be equal numbers of males and 
females, users and non users, etc. Once the study got under- 
way, it was decided that a more fruitful approach would involve 
the random selection of subjects within the gross study classi- 
fications, thus providing an estimate of prevalence of drug 
use among non hippies. Therefore, the final study population 
varied slightly from that originally stipulated, as is shown 
below in Tables 2a and 2b. 



Table 2, Actual Sample Size 

a. Hippies and Weekenders 





Urban 


Suburban 




Hippie 


Male 


37 


28 




Female 


28 


25 




Weekender 


Male 


25 


25 






Female 


22 


29 






219 



b , Non Hippies 





Urban 


Suburban 


User 


Male 


50 


30 


Female 


25 


31 


Non User 


Male 


30 


20 


Female 


37 


23 



As shown in Tables 2a and 2b, the number of subjects in the 
study exceeded that previously stipulated in the study design. 
This over-sample is reflective of the differing relative rates 
of subjects encountered in the various categories. 

In examining Table 2b, it is particularly interesting to 
note that over half ( 55 %) of the non hippies are drug users. 

O - 
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This is particularly noteworthy since these subjects were sam- 
pled from a "straight" population. As a matter of fact , it 
might be regarded as an "ultra-straight" sample, in that most 
of them were contacted through community centers to which they 
belonged: seemingly, this group would be the most straight, 

least radical, and least revolutionary. Every individual who 
met the matching characteristics was interviewed, until the 
total of each "line group," e.g., user males, and user females, 
totalled 50, As this suggests, it was hardest to find non-user 
males* subject interviewing continued even though all other 
lines were filled, until, finally, 50 male non users had been 
located. In Table 2b, the most over-represented single group 
appears to be the male users (32% of total), followed by the 
female non users, the female users, and the male non users, in 
that order. Remembering again that these data were collected 
over a year ago, at a time when only the very radical were 
asserting that as many as one-third of today's youth might be 
using drugs, it is particularly interesting to note the high 
proportion of drug users encountered. While the data were 
being collected, it was a standard (but not so funny) joke 
that we would not be able to fill our non-user cells. 

While these data are interesting in terms of providing 
some suggestions as to prevalence of drug use among groups 
such as those sampled, the superfluous subjects were omitted 
(randomly!) before embarking on the data analyses, which were 
performed on the stiluplated 400 subjects. As will be discussed 
in a later section, analyses of the data showed no consistent 
differences between urban and suburban subjects; these cate- 
gories therefore were collapsed prior to both the random de- 
letion of superfluous subjects, and to the termination of 
data collection. That is, interviews were collected until each 
of the eight groups (excluding the suburban/urban stratifica- 
tion) had a minimum of 50 individuals. 

A departure from the prescribed sampling design occurred 
also with regard to age; that is, initially it had been planned 
to include only adolescents in the study. In view of the 
rather widespread nature of the phenomenon and of our early 
experience which indicated a very wide age range among hippies 
and among drug users in the general population, it was decided 
to abandon any such constraint. Thus, the age range of those 
interviewed is from 14 to 35 > with most respondents being in 
their late teens or early twenties. The mean age and standard 
deviation for each group are presented in Table 3 below. 
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Table 3, Age Means and Standard Deviations for All of the 
Study Groups, 





Mean 


Standard 

Deviation 


Range 


Median 




Hippie 


Male 


24.00 


6,00 


17 rCO - 
48.00 ■ 


22;oo ~ 


Female 


21,70 


3.14 


17.00 - 
30 , 00 


21 . 0C 




Weekender 


Male 


22.02 


4.73 


16.00 - 
30 ., 00 , 


21 . 00 




Female 


19.64 


3.00 


-v] -tr 
• !» 
O O 
O O 

1 


19 . 00 


User 


Male 


22,36 


3-83 


17. 00 - 

34 . 00 


22. 00 


Female 


21,78 


4.19 


16.00 - 
30 . 00 


21 . 00 


Non User 


Male 


21.49 


5.99 


14.00 - 

46.00 


20.00 "" 




Female 


20,02 


3.89 


14.00 - 

29.00 


19.00 



The turn-down rate among potential non-hippie, non-weekender 
respondents was again negligible. When working among these 
subjects, non-hippie interviewers of approximately the same 
age group as the respondents were employed so as to foster easy 
interaction. As was the case with the hippies, subjects were 
paid five dollars for cooperating in the data collection 
procedures , 

One slight difficulty emerged when dealing with the non- 
hippie group. Whereas the "under-age" (taken to be 17 or 
under ) hippies could be regarded as "emancipated youth" who 
did not require parental approval for study participation, this 
was not the case with non-hippie minors residing at home . 

Before interviewing such individuals, parental consent had to 
be obtained. While this did not present any specific diffi- 
culties, it did create just one more obstacle to the collection 
of data. 



B. Measuring Instruments and Techniques : 

1 , Interview Schedule* 

A comprehensive, highly structured Interview schedule, a 
copy of which is appended to this report, was developed during 
the first six months of the project. In its final form, it 
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represented the Center’s previous work in this field _ as well 
as the suggestions of others who were engaged in similar research 
at the time. 1 The questionnaire was pre-tested and revised 
based upon the pre-test results on several occasions. Due 
both to the highly-structured nature of the content areas' and 
to the very specific skip patterns Involved in the bodv of the 
instrument, it was suitable for use by relatively inexperienced 
interviewers after very brief training. While the nature of 
' d f . 1 f l rumen t as such as to preclude the calculation of anv 
reliability estimates for it as a whDle s the training of inter- 
viewers included a series of interviews conducted by the trainee 
and by an experienced interviewer,, followed by a "debrie fine" 
session during which any differences in scoring were discussed 
thoroughly. The interview schedule was administered individually 
in a variety of settings , ranging from a busy coffee house to 
the privacy of a respondent’s room. The respondents appeared 

t0 ?S ke 4. t 5 e P rocedure seriously little defensive behavior was 
manifested^ and the impression of the interviewers was that re- 
spondents were sincerely cooperating in the provision of infor- 
mation . Interviews were conducted at almost any time of day or 
* Often it was impossible to meet with subjects during 
hnu-rS ay i therefore interviews were scheduled during evening 

hours. At all times the emphasis was on suiting the convenience 
. , * respondents. The highly satisfactory response rate 

doubtless was due in part to this orientation of’ interview staff. 



2 • Training of Interviewers : 



^ Hippie interviewers were engaged with the help of Abble 
offman a prominent leader in the hippie community. Ultimately. 

• indlg ® n ^ us interviewers were trained and used for collecting 
all hippie data. Each of them had graduated from college 

received graduate training, and two had the Master’s 

the rLinn^ fo^ ant S H OC1 h a * :L scdences * During an initial briefing session. 
£? conducting the study were explored fully and 

hSd J he , ^ di senous interviewing staff. We felt that we 

had nothing to hide, i.e,, we were interested in the phenomenon 
as a way to helping those who were experiencing difficulties 
adjusting to contemporary social stress, and we 
in making their position clear to the straight' 

which, at that time at least, was shared by the more responsible 
contingent among the hippies. Following a number of 
and practice sessions dealing with the 



m 

were interested 
' world, a desire 



training 
administration of the 



We wish to acknowledge the work of F. Cheek and S. Perlman with 
whom we consulted and from whom we borrowed items for inclusion 
m the final questionnaire , 
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interview schedule, the interviewers were familiarized with the 
sampling routine and given their InterviSSng assign! 
ments. They were paid on the basis of completed interviews*" 

- co ^ acts were verified by study staff, as mentioned 
earlier in this report. These indigenous interviewers "were 
most helpful , both in terms of reaching and engaging the tar- 
get population , and in terms of translating the questions to 
the respondents. While there might have been a tendency for 
the respondents to "put on- a "straight" interviewer this 
clearly was not the case among the interviewers recruited for 
collecting the hippie data. Ior 

, Hd , Amon S the non-hippie respondent group. Center staff inter- 
viewers were used. They too were trained in the use of this 

difficult v ?f a hf a i herin ® lnSt — ^ and ex P erien ced little 
respondents obtalnin g fc he information from their assigned 



C . Time Table : 

result lnbr ° duc j n s the possibility of a time bias in the 
bh J, stud y.f the nature of the interviewing procedure 
necessitated the collection of data from the different erouDS 

That is, all of the resident hippl^ an^then 

« n we © ken der (or 'street scener), data were collected first. 

foiiSwiS S ei£i?i a J ban n on-hippie data were collected, 

followed finally by the suburban non-hippie data, 

ien+-i The c ^ eati ? n of the final interview schedule, and the se- 

Of the n?SieOt aln Sfp°fH interVieWerS t00k the flTst slx months 
oi the project. Data then were collected from among the hinnie 

hinnfJ durins the following six months, and from among the non- 

dafp 1 ?!? PS du f^ n S tne ensuing ten months. Thus, the hippie 

period^ 19S-197o! ln 19 9 J ^ th ® non ' hl PP ie data in' the 



III . RESULTS ; 

TT ■, b< ?Si nn ing a discussion of the results, it perhans 

be h f J pful to ontline the format of this discussion. P The 
r , e 1 SUl J ;B , ar ® P res ®nted in four sections as follows: 

(A; family background, (B) drug orientation and practices. 

ill niiJ?S? l 0 np i a ?? (D) sexual orientation and practices.' Not 
r@ 1 f* tionshi P s will be explored- There are so many 
E? s f ibddlties J given data of the type available in this study 
that the preparation of this report cannot await all possible 
analyses. However, the analyses will continue, and the results 
will be written up at a later date. 
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FAMILY BACKGROUND AND CHARACTERISTICS OF 



STUDY PARTICIPANTS 
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One further note is In order. Initially, the study sample 
had been dichotomized, into urban 1 ' or '‘suburban 11 origin or 
current residence. Chi Square analyses applied to this cate- 
gorization indicated that this was a fruitless dichotomization • 
that is, only one significant Chi Square occurred among 72 
items tested at random, and so this stratification was abandoned. 



A . 



J^amlly Background and Characteristics of Study Participants : 



Examination of the demographic characteristics of partici- 
pants will be helpful in answering the oft-repeated question: 

Just who are these people, anyway?' 1 In presenting the follow- 
ing data, primary reliance has been placed upon Chi Square 
analyses of data. The application of this relatively low-power 
test reflects the nominal and ordinal nature of the data. 

A1 ? the time wh ®b the hippies were being interviewed, they 
were viewed by some segments of society with admiration and 
approbation. That is, it was generally felt in ■■ 'liberal 11 circles 
that the hippies were the disenchanted offspring of upper 

?H C i°^u 0n0m i C T B 3 atUS famllie5 - has been suggested repeatedly 

that the modal hippie is the frustrated and hence rebellious 

artifact of affluence - that somehow the hippie as a social phe- 
nomenon reflects the dissolution of the elite. With this in^ 
mind, it is particularly interesting to review the data pre- 
sented below in Tables 4a and 4b, 



Table 4a. Socioeconomic Status Classification of Subjects' 
Parental Families (according to the Hollingshead 
and Redlieh, 1958, criteria) . 





SES Category 






(High) 

1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


( Low) 
7 


Hippie 


Male 


7 

14% 


6 

12% 


14 

28% 


5 

10% 


— "5 — 
12% 


TJ 

8% 


4% 


Female 


17 

34% 


8 

16 % 


11 

22% 


5 

10% 


5 

10% • 


2 

4% 


— o — 
0% 


Weekender 


Male 


6 

12 % 


14 

28% 


~~ 4 
8% 


10 

20% 


7 

14% 


4 

8% 


3 

6% 


Female 


12 

24/1 


7 

14% 


12 

24% 


8 

16% 


5 

10% 


3 

6% 


3 

6 % 


User 


Male 


19 

38% 


13 

26% 


6 

12% 


5 

10% 


r” 3 

6 % 


3 

6% 


0 

0% 


Female 


15 

30% 


r i4 

28% 


10 

20% 


6 

12% 


1 

2% 


1 

2% 


2 

4% 


Non User 


Male 


12 

24% 


8 

16% 


15 

30% 


3 

6% 


5 

10% 


3 

6% 


1 

2% 


Female 


10 

- 20% 


10 

20% 


13 

26 % 


9 

18% 


1 

2% 


5 

10% 


0 

0% 


^ Totals 

RIC — 1 


98 

25% 


80 

20% 


85 

21% 


51 

13% 


33 

8% j 


25 

6% 


11 

31 



17 
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Table 4b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to 
Presented Above , in Table 4a. 



Data 







SES 






1-2 


3 4 


5-7 


Hippie 


Male 


0 ^ 13,00 
E » 20.45 


O = 19.00 
E = 15-62 


0 = 
E = 


12.00 
7 - 93 


Female 


t> - 25.0 0 
E = 22.31 


O = 16.00 
E a 17.04 


0 * 
E « 


7-00 

8«65 


Weekender 


Male 


0 = 20.00 
E - 22.31 


0 =14.00 
E » 17.04 


0 ■ 
E = 


14 , 00 

8 .65 


Female 


U = 19.00 
E = 23.24 


0 = 20,00 
E = 17.75 


0 « 
E - 


11.00 
9 . 01 


User 


Male 


0 = 32,00 
E = 22.77 


0 = 11.00 
E * 17.40 


0 = 

E = 


6. 00 
8.83 




Female 


0 = 29.00 
E = 22.77 


"0 = 16.00 
E - 17.40 


0 m 

E = 


4~ 00 
8,83 


Non User - 


Male 


0 = 20,00 
E = 21.84 


0 ^ 18.00 
JE -■ 1 6 . 6 9 


0 ^ 
E = 


9.00 

8,47 




Female 


0 = 20.00 
E ■ 22.31 


U - 22.00 
E - 17.04 


0 = 
E = 


6.00 

8 . fiK 


Chi Square 
P< . 05 


s 26,0674 


for l4 d . f . 





noted from an examination of Table 4b in 
h n! h ? Ch T _ S 5 Uare ° n the data Presented i s significant at 
-?. b level > fewer male hippies (2650 and fewer weekenders 
bn sexes (maie - 4o^ female = 3850 come from upper 
iddle class backgrounds than would be expected on the basis 
°i chance alone. Conversely , more than would be expected by 
chance among the male hippies and both groups of weekenders 
come irom relatively lower socioeconomic status family back- 
grounds. As will be commented on at greater length later in 
this report , more of the female hippies come from relatively 
higher SES backgrounds . ~ 

Quite the opposite is true with respect to the non 
, ® drug users. That is, far more of the users 1 than would 

a . ?hance basis report upper SES family back- 
grounds (61;?), whale among those reporting no drug use the 
socioeconomic status distribution approximates that which 
wouid be expected on the basis of chance alone. However, in 
viewing the data as a whole, it is interesting to note that 
? ne !n* dealins with a predominantly middle class group. That 
is, 34J of respondents come from middle SES backgrounds, while 
fewer than one in ten come from lower SES families. 



Throughout this report, the term ‘'users 1 ' refers to the non- 

^ ru S~using sample, and"non users’’ refers to the non- 
LT^ppie non-drug -using sample. 






-in- 



which Vto* 5rnr‘t 1 So5SoJft‘£.*SSm ° f the Ph n^f n0n 
' r e h — le hippi ®® “ «^ insL h noe a '; n ; 

the 

iSawS male a usersdoes e o?^ InV-tniH JESSt*** ^l^Mp^s 

WSLK ’EM 

seeming 'difference" manl k . a ?JF data Wl11 bear out the 

eating g g ^TK^- 

&ssLs - - afflu — 



Is group 



The non hippies , i . e . , the 
were compared in terms of SES, 
son are shown below in Table 5 . 



users versus the non users. 
The results of this compari— 



Table 5 , 



Results of Chi Square Analysis 
Among Non Hippie Users and Non 



of Socioeconomic Status 
Hippie Non Users, 







SES 




1-2 


3-4 


5-7 


User 


0 « bi . 00 

E = 51.28 


0 * 27.00 
E = 34.02 


0 = 10.00 
E = 12.69 


Non User 


0 = 4o.oo 
E = 49.72 


0 m 40.00 
E = 32.98 


O = 15,00 
E = 12,31 



Chi Square - 7.8440 for 2 d f 
p< . 05 



between expecte^an^obsefve^SES 61 ^ £ here ama J° r difference 
and the non users Thif?nfl S £^ quencies between the users 

(S)'iS “SS!SoSt t S?!S^ SES atccrc Ung' to' Corespondent, 

(3) no significant pffp«f n e among groups among females only 
weekenders and r n \ „£ ec * hippies as contrasted with 

of 3« w^ln each o? th^?ini Cant effeo S found as a function 
the socioeconomic status data groups. Thus > in reviewing 
of significance lie insunnnfa-irli wou ^^ seem that the sources 
hippies coming Horn upplr SE^hSSes "and^ ^ar proportions of 
1«I “surplus- of users comitiff a u d ^ th equally surpris- 

as contrasted with the non-hipprrnSn-Le? m g?oup? r,:1CUlarly 



o 

ERIC 



Along somewhat the same lines, the results of Chi Snuarp 
analyses applied to data on parentil vocations! 1 r na SS 

lnt e re sting I presented below ln ^bles * and 7, “so a re 1 

Table 6a. Reported Parental Vocational Advancement. 







Same 

Position 


Advancing 

Slowly 


Advancing 

Quickly 


Lesser 
Pos it ion 


Hippie 


Male 


32 

64$ 


7 

14$ 


3 

6 % 


5 

10$ 


Female 


24 

48$ 


TT 

28$ 


4 

8$ 


5 

10$ 


Weekender 


Male 


30 

60 % 


7 

14$ 


r 

16$ 


4 

8$ 




Female 


34 


9 


4 


0 






68$ 


18$ 


8$ 


0$ 




Male 


25 


12 


8 


2 — 


User 




50$ 


24$ 


16$ 


4$ 




Female 


26 


10 


10 


1 






52$ 


20$ 


20$ 


2$ 




Male 


27 


10 


j- 


i 


Non User 




54$ 


20$ 


14$ 


2$ 




Female 


22 


13 


s — — 


5 








26$ 


16$ 


10$ 


l Totals 


220 


82 


52 


23 






55 % 


21$ 


13$ 


6$ 



Table 6b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above, in Table 6a. 







Same Position 
or 

Lesser Position 


Advancing 
Slowly 
or Raoidlv 


Hippie 


Male 


0 ^ 37.00 
E = 30.29 


Q = 10.00 
E = 16.71 


Female 


0 =* 29.00 
E = 30.29 


O = 18.00 
E = 16.71 


Weekender 


Male 


0 = 34.00 
E ^ 31.58 


0 = 15.00 
E - 17.42 


Female 


u = 34.00 
E * 30.29 


0 - 13.00 “ 
E « 16.71 


User 


Male 


0 = 27.00 
E = 30,29 


Q = 20,00 
E = 16.71 




Female 


0 = 27.00 
E = 30.29 


0 = 20.00 
E = 16.71 


Non User 


Male 


0 -- 28.00 
E. = 29.01 


0 = 17.00 
E 15.99 




Female 


0 = 27.00 
E = 30_^4 


0 = 21.00 
E = 17.06 1 



Chi Square * 9.6517 for 7 d.f, 

eric NS 



Table 7a, Reported Parental Financial Advancement. 
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Same 


More 


Less 


Hippie 


Male 


17 

34% 


20 

40% 


E — 

12 % 


Female 


15 

30% 


24 

48% 


5" 

16 % 


Weekender 


Male 


18 - 

36% 


23 

46% 


7 

14% 


Female 


22 

44% 


24 

48% 


3 

6 % 


User 


Male 


11 

22 % 


31 

62 % 


4 " 
8 % 


Female 


12 

24% 


32 

64% 


4 

8 % 


Non User 


Male 


9 

18 % 


32 

64% 


5 

10 % 




Female 


14 

28 % 


— 

48% 


W~ 

16% 


Totals 


118 — " 
30% 


210 

53% 


45 

11 % 



Table 7 b. 



Results of Chi 
Presented Above 



Square Analysis Applied 
3 in Table 7a. 



t o Dat a 







Same 


More 


Less 


Hippie 


Male 


u = 17.00 
E = 13.57 


O = 20.00 

E = 24.14 


o - 6. oo 

E = 5,29 


Female 


□ = 15,00 
E = 14,83 


□ “ 24.00 
E « 26.39 


0 = 8.00 
E - 5.78 


Weekender 


Male 


0 ^ 18.00 
E = 15.14 


U = 23.00 
E = 26 . 95 


O — 7.00 ' 

E - 5.90 


Female 


O = 22.00 
E = 15.78 


0 = 24.00 
E = 28.07 


0 = 4,00 

E = 6.15 


User 


Male 


'U = 11.00 

E = 14,51 


0 = 31.00 
E = 25.83 


o = 4.00 

E - 5.66 

O = 4 . 00 

E * 5.90 


Female 


U - 12.00 
E « 15.14 


0 = 32.00 
E = 26.95 


Non User 


Male 


_ U — 5' 9TT5D — 
E * 14.51 


TT = 32.00 
E - 25.83 


TT~s 5 TU 0 
E = 5.66 




Female 


0 = i^. 00 “" 

E = 14.51 


u = 24.00 
E - 25.83 


S', oo 

E ^ 5.66 



Chi Square = 17.2132 for 14 d.f. 
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As noted from Inspection of Tables 6 and 7, the differences 
between observed and expected frequencies fall just short of 
significance on both variables. However, while bearing in mind 
the dangers of interpreting any non-significant departure from 
chan°e ^ It is Interesting to note that the same general pattern 
holds in response to these questions as did in response to the 
socioeconomic status questions. That is a more of the hippie 
males than would be expected and all weekenders report their 

as holding the same or a lesser position, 55 L fewer than 
would be expected report their fathers as having experienced 

°^i 0nal H a ^ ancement * Among the hippie females, and among the 
uaers and the non users, more respondents report paternal lob 
advancement than would be expected. With regard to paternal f?nan 
cxal advancement, only the users and the male non users report 

. greater frequency than would be expected, that their fathers 
have advanced financially on/their jobs. r lathers 

Even more striking are the data reflecting subjects' es- 
timates of parents' economic status, both currently and while 
respondents were growing up. These data are presented below 
m Tables 8 and 9. J 



Table 8a 



Reported Economic Status of Parents, During 
Respondents' Childhood. 







Wealthy 


Well- 

to-do 


Comfort- 

able 


Just 

Managed 


Poor 


Hippie 


Male 


8 

6% 


1 

2% 


’27 

54% 


24% 


5 " 

10% 


Pemale 


4 

8% 


12 
2 4 % 


24 

48% 


6 

12 % 


~3 

6% 


Weekender 


Male 


d 

4% 


11 

22| 


23 

46% 


18 % 


q— 

8% 


Pemale 


r 3 
6 % 


r $ 
18 % 


29 

58% 


"8" 

16% 


1 

2% 




Male 


2 


14 


24 


8 


1 


User 


4% 


28% 


48% 


16% 


2% 


Pemale 


4 


11 


28 


7 


0 




8% 


22% 


55% 


14% 


0% 




Male 


5 

10 % 


i 0 


25 


9 


wye 

0 


Non User 


20 % 


50% 


18% 


0% 


Pemale 


2 

4% 


5 

10% 


35 

71% 


7 

14% 


0 

0% 


Totals 


25 


73 


215 


66 


”nr 


— 




6% 


18% 


54% 


— 1 21 


4% 



O 

ERJC 
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Table 8 b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above, in Table 8 a. 







Wealthy or 
Well-to-do 


Comfortable 


Just Managed 
or Poor 


Hippie 


Male 


0 = 4.00 

E = 11.97 


0 = 27.00 
E = 26.26 


0 = 17.00 

E - 9,77 


Female 


”o = 1 6 „ o'er 

E = 12.22 


0 = 24.00 
E = 26,81 


0 = 9,00 
E = 9.97 


Weekender 


Male 


0 = 13.00 
E = 12.22 


0 = 23.00 
E * 26.81 


0 = 13,00 
E - 9.97 


Female 


0 = 12.00 
E = 12.47 


0 = 29.00 
E = 27.35 


0 = 9,00 
E = 10.18 


User 


Male 


~0 = 16.00 
E * 12.22 


ro = 24.00 

E = 26,81 


0 = 9,00 
E = 9.97 


Female 


0 « 15.00 
E = 12.47 


0 -- 28.00 
E - 27.35 


0 = 7.00 
E * 10.18 


Non User 


Male 


0 = 15.00 
E = 12.22 


0 - 25.00 
E = 26.81 


0 - 9.00 
E = 9 . 97 . 




Female 


0 = 7,00 
E = 12,22 


0 = 35.00 
E = 26,81 


0 = 7.00 
E = . 9.97 



Chi Square = 23.5471 for 14 d.f. 
NS 



Table 9a. Respondents' Reports of Parents' Current Economic 
Status . 





Wealthy 


Well- 

to-do 


Comfort- 

able 


Just 

Manage 


Poor 


Hippie 


Male 


2 

- 4% 


2 

4$ 


15 

30$ 




10 $ 


T— 

8 $ 


Female 


2 

4$ 


10 

20 $ 


16 

32$ 


i 

2 $ 


1 

2 $ 


Weekender 


Male 


3 

6 % 


6 

12 $ 


21 

42$ 


5" 

10 $ 


2 

4$ 


Female 


2 

4$ 


8 

16 $ 


18 

36$ 


5 

10 $ 


1 

2 $ 


User 


Male 


3 

6 % 


16 

32$ 


lET — ' 
36$ 


— 

16 $ 


2 

4$ 


Female 


5 

10$ 


10 

20 $ 


27 

53$ 


7 1 
14$ 


"l 

2 $ 


Non User 


Male 


5 

10 $ 


— it 
28 $ 


22 

44$ 


7 

14$ 


1 

2 $ 


Female 


1 

2 % 


6 

12 $ 


33 

67$ 


7 

14$ 


0 

0$ 


Totals 


23 

6 $ 


72 

18 $ 


o on 
E>-^r 
H 


45 

11 $ 


12 

3 % 



ERIC 
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Table 9b, Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above s in Table 9a, 





Wealthy or 
Well-to-do 


Oomfort able 


Just Manage 
or Poor 


Hippie 


Male 


0 = 4.00 

E = 8.26 


0 * 15.00 
E = 14.78 , 


0 * 9,00 
E - 4,96 


Female 


0 = 12,00 
E - 8.85 


O - 16 . 00 " 
E = 15-84 


0 = 2.00 
E =» 5.31 


Weekender 


Male 


0 - 9.00 
E = 10.92 


0 « 21,00 
E = 19.53 


0 = 7,00 
E - 6.55 


Female 


0 - 10.00 
E = 10.03 


0 = 18.00 
E = 17.95 


TT"^ 6Tdo 
E - 6,02 


User 


Male 


d = 19.00 
E « 13-87 


0 = '18. 00~~ " 
E = 24.81 


0 » 10.00 
E * 8.32 


Female 


0 - 15,00 
E - 14.75 


0 « 27,00 
E - 26.40 


0 "= 8.00 
E = 8.85 


Non User 


Male 


o - 19.00 
E = 14.46 


0 « 22.00 
E = 25,87 


“on: BTod 

E - 8.67 


Female 


0 = 7-00 
E = 13.87 


0 « 33.00 
E = 24.81 


0 - 7-00 
E * 8.32 



Chi Square = 21,7^29 for 14 d.f, 
NS 



As seen in Tables 8 and 9* the results fall just short of 
statistical significance (p<.Q5 - 23.685 for 14 d.f,). Further 
examination of this table suggests, however, that the failure 
to achieve demonstrable significance may be attributed to the 
relatively small differences between observed and expected fre- 
quencies among the weekenders 9 in particular. On the other 
hand, there is a seemingly vast difference between the observed 
and expected frequencies among male hippies. That is, many 
fewer than would be expected report relative affluence during 
their childhood, while almost twice as many as would be expected 
report having grown up in straitened circumstances , Again, 
there is a reversal among the hippie females: it appears that, 

while hippie males are of lower socioeconomic status than are 
males in the other study groups, the reverse is true of the 
females. On the basis of these data, one could almost suggest 
that while for many males ,! hippieness T, represents a flight from 
modest circumstances , for many females the flight is from afflu- 
ence. The same general pattern of findings is to be observed 
in Tables 10 and 11 below. 



O 

ERIC 
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Table 10a, Perceived Social Status of Parents During Respondents' 
Childhood . 





Leading 

Family 


Upper 

Class 


Upper- 

Middle 

Class 


Middle 

Class 


Lower - 
Middle 
Class 


Lower 

Class 


None 

(Dead) 


Hippie 


Male 


3 

6* 


2 

4* 


10 

20* 


13 

26* 


13 

26* 


5 

10* 


1 

2* 


Female 


A 

8* 


3 

6 % 


17 

34* 


20 

40* 


2 

4* 


2 

4* 


0 

0* 


Weekender 


Male 


1 

2 % 


5 

10* 


13 

26* 


19 

38* 


10 

20* 


1 

2* 


0 

0* 


Female 


0 

0* 


6 

12* 


11 

22* 


25 

50* 


ll* 


1 

2* 


0 

0* 


User 


Male 


4 

8 % 


2 

4* 


21 

42* 


17 

34* 


4 

8* 


i 

2* 


1 

2* 


Female 


1 

2 % 


3 

6 % 


21 

41* 


21 

41* 


3 

6* 


1 

2* 


1 

2* 


Non User 


Male 


% 

8 % 


5 

10* 


19 

38* 


19 

38* 


2 

4* 


1 

2* 


0 

0* 


Female 


0 

0* 


6 

12 % 


17 

35* 


24 

49* 


2 

4* 


0 

0* 


0 

0* 


Totals 


17 

4$ 


32 

8 % 


129 

32* 


“158 

40* 


43 

11* 


12 

3* 


3 

1* 1 



Table 10b, Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 10a, 





Leading 
Family & 
Upper 
Class 


Upper- 

Middle 

Class 


Middle 

Class 


Lower- 
Middle & 
Lower 
Class 


Hippie 


Male 


0 = 5.00 

E - 5.75 


0 = 10,00 
E ® 15.14 


0 = 13,00 
E ® 18.54 


0 o 18.00 

E = 6.57 


Female 


0 - 7.00 
E - 6.00 


0 = 17.00 

E = 15,80 


0 = 20.00 
E ® 19,35 


0 = 4,00 

E = 6.86 


Weekender 


Male 


0 — b.00 

E = 6,12 


0 = 13.00 

E « 16.12 


0 « 19.00 
E = 19.75 


0 * 11.00 
E ® 7.00 


Female 


0 - 6,00 
E = 6.25 


0 = 11.00 
E = 16,45 


0 ® 25.00 
E = 20.15 


0 = 8.00 
E = 7.14 


User 


Male 


~0“^ 6,00 
E - 6.12 


0 ® 21.00 
E = 16.12 


ro * 17.00 
E ® 19.75 


0 = 5.00 
E = 7,00 


Female 


0 = 4.00 

E = 6.25 


0 - 21.00 
E = 16.45 


0 ® 21.00 
E = 20.15 


0 = 4.00 

E = 7.14 


Non User 


Male 


0 = 9-00 
E ® 6,25 


0 ® 19.00 
E = 16.45 


0 - 19.00 
E ® 20,15 


0 = 3.00 
E - 7.14 


Female 


“0“= 6,00 
E = 6.25 


0 = 17.00 
E = 16.45 


0 ® 24,00 
E = 20.15 


0 = 3.00 
E = 7.14 




Chi Square * M4.0062 for 21 d,f, 
p« , 05 
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Table lla. Perceived Current Social Status of Families. 





Leading 

Family 


Upper 

Class 


Upper- 

Middle 

Class 


Middle 

Class 


Lower- 

Middle 

Class 


Lower 

Class 


None 

(Dead) 


Hippie 


Male 


2 

4% 


1 

2% 


5 

10 % 


11 

225? 


4 

85? 


1 

25? 


1 

2% 


Female 


1 

2% 


2 

4% 


13 

26 ;? 


13 

265? 


2 

4 % 


1 

25? 


1 

25? 


Weekender 


Male 


1 

2% 


5 

10 % 


ii 

22 % 


15 

305? 


5 

105? 


1 

2% 


0 

05? 


Female 


0 

05? 


4 

8% 


9 

18 % 


17 

34% 


- u — 

8% 


0 

0% 


0 

0% 


User 


Male 


4 

8% 


2 

4% 


21 

42 % 


12 

24^ 


5 

10 % 


1 

2% 


1 

2% 


Female 


1 

2% 


5 

10% 


23 

45% 


13 

26 % 


4 

8 % 


— n — 

8% 


0 

0 % 


Non User 


Male 


2 

45? 


4 

8 % 


19 

38 % 


rr~ 

345? 


3 

6 % 


i 

2 % 


0 

05? 


Female 


0 

0 % 


3 

6% 


20 

4l% 


17 

35 % 


3 

6% 


1 

25? 


0 

0 % 


Totals 


11 

3 % 


26 

7 % 


121 

30 % 


115 

295? 


30 

85? 


10 

3% 


3 

1% 



• Table lib. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 

Presented Above a in Table lla. 





Leading 
Family & 
Upper 
Class 


Upper- 

Middle 

Class 


Middle 

Class 


Lower- 
Middle & 
Lower 
Class 


Hippie 


Male 


0 = 3.00 
E - 2.84 


0 — 5.00 
E « 9.28 


0 = 11.00 
E = 8.82 


0 = 5.00 
E = 3.07 


Female 


0 = 3.00 
E - 3.78 


0 = 13.00 
E * 12.37 


0 = 13.00 
E = 11.76 


0 s 3.00 
E - 4.09 


Weekender 


Male 


0 » 6.00 
E - 4.49 


0 = 11.00 
E = 14.69 


0 - 15.00 
E - 13.96 


0 = 6,00 
E = 4.86 


Female 


0 = 4.00 

E = 4.02 


0 = 9.00 
E = 13.14 


0 = 17-00 
E - 12.49 


0 = 4.00 

E - 4.35 


User 


Male 


0 = 6.00 
E = 5.32 


0 = 21.00 
E = 17.40 


0 » 12.00 
E * 16.53 


0 - 6.00 
E = 5.75 


Female 


0 = 6.00 
E - 5.91 


0 = 23-00 
E = 19.33 


0 = 13.00 
E = 18.37 


0 « 8.00 
E = 6.39 


Non User 


Male 


8 ' 1:88 


0 = 19.00 
E ^ 17.78 


0 = 17.00 

E = 16.90 


8 : 3:88 


Female 


0 = 3.00 
E = 5.20 


0 - 20.00 
JL_=. 17.01 


0 = 17.00 
E ^ 16.17 


O — 4.00 

-E_» ... 5.62 



Chi Square =» 16.5692 for 21 d.f. 
NS 




m 
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Again, it can be observed that relatively fewer of the male 
hippies report coming from "upper" social status backgrounds, 
while a relatively greater proportion than would be expected of 
female hippies and of users report the opposite. Interestingly, 
this phenomenon disappears in terms of estimates of current 
parental social standing, i.e. s there is no difference between 
expected and observed frequencies of report. Over all, only 
one-eighth of the sample come from lower-middle class or lower 
class backgrounds. 

In Tables 11c and lid below are presented the number of years 
of education of the respondents’ mothers and fathers. 



Table lie. Mother’s Educational Background. 





Grade 

School 


Junior 

High 

School 


Some 

High 

School 


High 

School 


Some 

College 


College 

Grad 


Some 

Grad 

School 


Completed 

Grad 

School 


Don ’ t 
Know 




M 


1 


2 


7 


15 


13 


4" 


1 


2 


5 


H 




2% 


4% 


14% 


30% 


26% 


8% 


2% 


4% 


10% 


P 


1 

JL 


1 


3 


” i8 


14 


8 


1 


4 


0 






2% 


2% 


6 % 


36% 


28% 


16% 


2% 


8% 


0% 




M 


4 


1 


3 


13 


13 


7 


Tf 


2 


3 


W 




8% 


2% 


6 % 


26% 


26 % 


14% 


8% 


4% 


6% 


P 


2 


1 


4 


13 


17 


9 


3 


0 


1 






4% 


2% 


8 % 


26% 


34% 


18% 


6% 


0% 


2% 




M 


r 3 


2 


5 


14 


11 


Tj 


5 


6 — 


0 


u 




6% 


4% 


10 % 


28% 


22% 


8% 


10% 


12% 


0% 


P 


1 


1 


3 


14 


15 


7 


5 


4 


0 






2 % 


2 % 


6 % 


28% 


30% 


14% 


10% 


8% 


0% 




M 


1 


0 


9 


10 


12 


“ — 8 


i 


7 


2 


NU 




2 % 


0% 


18 % 


20% 


24% 


16% 


2% 


14% 


4% 


P 


4 


1 


4 


17 


12 


5 


1 


6 


0 




JL 


8% 


2 % 


8 % 


34% 


24% 


10% 


2% 


12% 


0% 


Tn'h ale* 


IT 


9 


38 


114 


107 


52 


21 


31 


11 






4% 


2 % 


10 % 


29% 


27% 


13% 


— -51 


8% 


31. 



O 

ERLC 
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Table lid. Father's Educational Background. 





Grade 

School 


J unioi 
High 

School 


Some 

High 

School 


High 

School 


Some 

College 


College 

Grad 


Some 

Grad 

School 


Completed 

Grad 

School 


Don ' t 
Know 






9 


1 


4 


12 




6 


3 


3 


4 


H 


M 


18# 


2% 


8% 


■ 24# 


16# 


12# 


6# 


6# 


8# 




1 


1 


2 


13 


10 


12 


3 


7 


1 




P 


2# 


2% 


4$ 


26# 


20# 


24# 


6# 


14# 


2# 






3 


4 


6 


9 


10 


10 


1 


5 


2 




M 


6# 


8% 


12# 


18# 


20# 


20# 


2# 


10# 


4# 


w 




1 


0 


3 


14 


7 


11 


3 


9 


2 




P 


2% 


0# 


6% 


28# 


14# 


22# 


6# 


18# 


4# 






1 


4 


3 


9 


9 


10 


3 


10 


1 


U 


M 


2% 


8% 


6% 


18# 


l8# 


20# 


6% 


20# 


2# 




2 


1 


4 


4 


13 


11 


2 


11 


2 




F 


4# 


2% 


8# 


8# 


26# 


22# 


4# 


22# 


4# 






2 


i 


6 


9 


10 


9 


4 


4 


5 


NU 


M 


4# 


2% 


12# 


18 # 


20# 


18 # 


8# 


8# 


10# 




4 


1 


1 


11 


12 


10 


3" 


6 


2 




F 


8# 


2 % 


2# 


22 % 


24# 


20# 


6# 


12# 


4# 


T ¥. -a 1 s 


23 


13 


29 


HI 


79 


79 


22 


55 


19 






6% 


3% 


7# 


20# 


20# 


20# 


6# 


14# 


5# 



No statistical analyses were performed on the parental educa- 
tion data, shown in Tables 11c and lid as many of the cells con- 
tain insufficient Ns for Chi Square analysis. However, it is 
interesting to make note of several trends in the data. First, 
the mothers have generally received slightly fewer years of educa- 
tion than have the fathers. Second, almost one-fifth of the 
fathers of the male hippies terminated their education at 

the grade school level - a far higher proportion than is found 
in any other group. Aside from this difference, however, all other 
groups report highly similar patterns of paternal education, bar- 
ring some slight tendency for the users' fathers to be better 
educated , as are those of the female hippies and weekenders. Bear- 
ing in mind the fairly similar educational levels and the signifi- 
cantly different SES characteristics, using an SES scale deter- 
mined by occupation and education, it would seem that occupational 
differences are of paramount importance in explaining differences 
In SES. 

Data pertaining to the educational status of study partici- 
pants is presented below in Tables lie, f , and g. There are several 
vantage points from which the data pertaining to the' educational level 
of subjects can be described. In these tables are presented the 
number of dropouts below age 18, the number of those who are still 
full-time students, and the number of those over l8 who have 
terminated their full-time education. 



- 220 - 



Table lie. Number of School Dropouts Among Study Participants 
(18 Years of Age and Younger, Who No Longer Are In 
School), and Grade Level at Which They Dropped Out. 





Total 


Grade 

School 


Junior 

High 

School 


Some 

High 

School 


High 

School 


Some 

College 


H 


M 


3 


0 


1 


0 


2 


0 


F 


5 


0 


0 


2 


3 


0 


W 


M 


6 


0 


0 


2 


2 


2 


F 


12 


0 


1 


5 


2 


4 


U 


M 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


F 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


NU 


M 


1 


0 


0 


0 


1 


0 


F 


1 


0 


0 


0 


1 


0 



Table Ilf. Number of Subjects Currently in School Full-time 
According to Last Level Completed. 





Total 


Last Level Completed 


Grade 

School 


Junior 

High 

School 


Some 

High 

School 


High 

School 


Some 

College 


College 

Grad 


Some 

Grad 

School 


Comp le tec 
Grad 
School 


H 


M 


8 


0 


0 


0 


2 


5 


1 


0 


0 


F 


4 


0 


0 


0 


0 


4 


0 


0 


0 


W 


M 


10 


0 


0 


0 


1 


5 


1 


3 


0 


F 


17 


0 


0 


5 


1 


9 


0 


2 


0 


U 


M 


27 


0 


1 


4 


2 


15 


1 


4 


0 


F 


22 


0 


1 


7 


3 


10 


1 


0 


0 


NU 


M 


3T 


0 


4 


8 


4 


12 


0 


3 


0 


F 


29 


0 


2 


11 


7 


8 


1 


0 


0 



O 

ERIC 
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Table llg. Number of Part-time and/or Terminated Students Over 
18 Years of Age , According to Last Level Completed, 





Total 


Last Level Completed 


Grade 

School 


Junior 

High 

School 


Some 

High 

School 


High 

School 


Some 

College 


College 

Grad 


Some 

Grad 

School 


Completed 

Grad 

School 


H 


M 


39 


0 


0 


4 


4 


17 


8 


4 


2 


F 


41 


0 


2 


4 


3 


21 


6 


2 


3 


W 


M 


34 


0 


0 


3 


8 


19 


i 


3 


0 


F 


20 


0 


0 


1 


4 


11 


4 


0 


0 


U 


M 


23 


0 


0 


0 


3 


4 


7 


7 


2 


F 


27 


0 


0 


1 


3 


6 


11 


4 


2 


NU 


M 


17 


0 


1 


0 


1 


3 


7 


3 


2 


F 


20 


0 


0 


0 


2 


7 


4 


4 


3 



First, with regard to the number of dropouts under 18, it 
will be noted that the female weekenders and, to a lesser extent, 
the female hippies, are over-represented in this category. In 
the aggregate, far more of the hippies and weekenders have dropped 
out than have either the users or the non users , Most dropped 
out either in senior high school or in the first year of college. 

It Is interesting to make note of the fact that it is the weekender 
females who are most highly represented In the dropout category. 

Turning now to a consideration of those who are currently in 
school full-time, it is to be noted, as might be expected from 
previous data, that a far greater proportion of the users and non 
users than the weekenders and hippies are still students (despite 
the fact that the groups were matched for age). As may be seen, 
almost all educational levels are represented, particularly among 
the users and the non users. As will be noted, the modal response 
in each of the groups indicates that the most common situation is 
that of the student still attending college. 



O 

ERIC 
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Finally, among those subjects who, although over l8» have 
either terminated their education or who are attending school on 
a part-time basis, It will be noted that there is a tendency for 
more of the hippies and weekenders to be represented in this 
category than is the case among either users or non users. How- 
ever , this is not to say that they necessarily terminated at a 
low educational level: the weekenders and hippies most generally 

terminated their education only after at least some attendance 
at college. Moreover, only a very slightly smaller proportion of 
hippies and weekenders than users and non users have completed 
some graduate school. 

Subjects were queried regarding their religious preference, 
and the frequency with which they go to church or temple. Re- 
sponses are categorized in terms of alignment with a recognized 
religion, and attendance at church or temple. The results of 
the analyses on this data are presented below, in Tables 12 and 13. 



O 
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Table 12a. Reported Religious Affiliation Among All Groups. 





Protestant 


Catholic 


Jewish 


Agnostic 


Atheist 


No 

Preference 


Eastern 

Mystical 


Other 




M 


0 


i 


4 


4 


10 


17 


9 


5 


H 




0 % 


2 % 


8% 


8% 


20% 


34% 


18% 


10% 


P 


1 


1 


2 


5 


11 


15 


7 


~ 8 — 






2 % 


2 % 


4% 


10% 


22 % 


30 % 


14% 


16% 




M 


2 


3 


1 


4 


7 


20 


7 


4” 


W 




4% 


6 % 


2 % 


8% 


14% 


40% 


14% 


8% 


p 


1 


2 


6 


3 


6 


29 


2 


1 






2 % 


> 4 % 


l2% 


6% 


12% 


58% 


4% 


2% 




M 


2 


4 


11 


9 


3 


9 


3 


8 


U 




4% 


8 % 


22% 


18% 


6% 


18% 


6% 


16% 


p 


1 


3 


16 


12 


2 


10 


2 


2 






2 % 


6 % 


32% 


24% 


4% 


20% 


4% 


4% 




M 


4 ’ 


"" 8 ‘ 


22 


8 


3 


4 


0 


1 


MTT 




8% 


16% 


44% 


16% 


6 % 


8% 


0% 


2% 


w u 


T"i 


6 


10 


23 


4 


1 


5 


0 


1 




r 


12 % 


20% 


46% 


8% 


2% 


10% 


0% 


2% 


Totals 


17 

4% 


32 

8 % 


85 

21% 


49 

12% 


43 

11% 


109 

27% 


30 

8% 


30 

8% 



Table 12b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above 3 in Table 12a. 





Some 

Organized 

Religion 


No 

Religion 

Reported 


H 


M 


0 = 9-00 
E = 17-25 


O = 41.00 
E - 32.75 


P 


0 * 4.00 

E - 17.25 


0 = 46.00 
E - 32.75 


w 


M 


" 0 “= 6.00 
E = 17.25 


0 « 44.00 
E = 32.75 


P 


0 - 9.00 

E - 17.25 


O a 41.00 
E » 32.75 


U 


M 


0 = 17.00 
E = 17.25 


0 » 33.00 

E * 82.75 


P 


0 = 20.00 
E = 17.25 


0 » 30.00 

E = 32.75 


NU 


M 


0 = 34.00 
E * 17.25 


0 ■ 16.00 
E - 32.75 


F 


0 - 39-00 
E ^ 17-25 


0 = 11.00 
E = 32.75 



Chi Square - 106.1622 for 7 d.f, 

p< . 01 
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As is suggested by the highly significant Chi Square shown 
in Table 12b;, while the number of non-hippie users does not de- 
part radically from the number one would expect to belong to 
an organized religion,, far fewer of the hippies, both residents 
and weekenders, than one would expect report such allegiance, 
while a far greater frequency than one would expect of the non 
users report subscribing to one of the organized religious 
groups, i.e., Protestant, Catholic or Jewish. In other words, 
the non users tend to be more religious than do any of the 
other subjects. The hippie groups tend to be far less religious 
than do the non hippies. The users fall somewhere in between. 

Approximately the same pattern of relationships is shown 
below, in Tables 13a and 13b. 

Table 13a. Reported Attendance or Non Attendance at Religious 
Services, Among Groups. 





Every 

Day 


Every 

Week.. 


Every 

Week 

Holidays 


Some 
Weeks & 
Holidays 


Holidays 

Only 


Family 

Occasions 


H 

Never 


If 

: i 

Other 




r/T 


1 


0 


1 


1 


2 


5 


35 | 


r 4 


H 


H 


2 % 


0$ 


2 % 


2 % 


4$ 


10$ 


1- 70$ _ 


8$ 


TT! 


0 


0 


6 


1 


1 


0 


43 


4 




F 


0 % 


0 % 


0$ 


2 % 


2$ 


0$ 


86$ 


8$ 




TV /I 


0 


0 


2 


1 


1 


I 


43 


2 




M 


0 % 


0$ 


4$ 


2 % 


2$ 


2$ 


86$ 


4$ 


w 




0 


2 


0 


2 


1 


3 


39 


3 




F 


0 % 


4$ 


0$ 


4$ 


2 % 


6$ 


78$ 


6$ 






0 


if- ' 


1 


3 


9 


5 


24 


4 1 




M 


0$ 


8$ 


2 % 


6$ 


18 % 


10$ 


48$ 


8% 


U 




— cr — 


1 


r — ■“ 


3 


10 1 


8 


21 


6 




F 


0 % 


2 % 


2 % 


6 % 


20$ 


16$ 


42$ 


12JL 






0 


3 


6 


8 


9 


11 


12 


1 




M 


0$ 


6$ 


12$ 


16$ 


18$ 


22 % 


24$ 


2$ 


NU 




0 


2 


6 


11 


11 


11 


7 


2 




F 


0$ 


4$ 


12$ 


22$ 


22 % 


22$ 


14$ 


4$ 






1 


12 


17 


30 


44 


44 


224 


26 


Totals 




3$ 


4$ 


8$ 


11$ . 


11$ 


56$ — 


-7-$— 



O 

ERIC 



33 
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Table 13b, Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above , in Table 13a, 





Go* 


Do Not Go 


H 


M 


0 = 15.00 
E = 21.05 


0 • 35.00 
E = 28.95 


F 


0 = 7-00 
E = 21.05 


0 * 43.00 
E = 28,95 


W 


M 


0 « 7.00 
E = 21.05 


0 = 43.00 
E - 28.95 


F 


0 = 11.00 
E « 21.05 


0 = 39*00 
E = 28.95 


U 


M 


0 = 26,00 
E = 21.05 


“0^ 24 , 00 
E « 28,95 


F 


0 = 29-00 
E = 21,05 


0 « 21.00 
E * 28.95 


NU 


M 


0 = 3b. 00 
E * 21.05 


0 = 12.00 
E = 28.95 


F 


0 ■ 43,00 
E = 21,05 


0 - 7.00 
E = 28,95 



Chi Square - 122.1803 for 7 d.f. 

p< .01 



As in the preceding instance, the hippies are far less 
apt to attend church or temple services than are the other 
groups. Interestingly s both the non-hippie non users and users 
report. religious service attendance more than would be. expected, 
on the basis of chance distribution. In examining the data if 
would seem that u among the users., this is due to their attending 
during holy days s family occasions s etc. 

In order to learn the nature of subjects* religious back- 
grounds j, they were asked the religion of their mothers and fathers 
Responses to this are shown below, in Tables l4a and 14' b* 



*In order to obtain the observed frequency in the "Go" column 
the numbers in the ’Do Not Go" column were subtracted from the 
total N in each cell. 




Table 14a . Reported Religious Affiliation of Respondents ’ 
Mothers 3 Among All Groups, 





Protestant 


Catholic 


Jewish 


Agnostic 


Atheist 


No 

Preference 


Eastern 

Mystical 


Other 




M 


10 


12 


18 


3 


2 


2 


1 


1 


H 


i I 


20% 


24% 


36% 


6% 


4% 


4% 


2% 


2% 




14 


7 


18 


4 


2 


4 


1 


0 




F 


28% 


14% 


36% 


8% 


4% 


8% 


2% 


0% 






12 


13 1 


15 


4 


3 


2 


0 


0 


i*r 


J/I 


24% 


26 % 


30% 


8% 


6% 


4% 


0% 


0% 


W 


T71 


12 


7 


24 


1 


2 


3 


0 


1 




F 


24% 


14% 


48% 


2% 


4% 


6% 


0% 


2% 






9 


8 


27 


3 


1 


1 


0 


1 


TT 


M 


18 


16% 


54% 


6% 


2% 


2% 


0% 


2% 


U 


TTl 


5 


9 


31 


3 


1 


1 


0 


0 




F 


10% 


18 % . 


62% 


6% 


2% 


2% 


0% 


0% 




A/r 


4 


11 


31 


1 


1 


2 


0 


0 


MTT 


FI 


8 % 


22% 


62% 


2% 


2% 


4% 


0% 


0% 


IN U 


tTi 


5 


12 


32 


. 0 


0 


1 


0 


0 




F 


10% 


24% 


64% 


0% 


0% 


2% 


0% 


0% 






71 


79 


~HF5 


19 


12 


16 


2 


3 


aooaie 


18 % 


20% 


49% 


5% 


3% 


4% 


1% 


1% 



Table 14b. Reported Religious Affiliation of Respondents* 
Fathers 5 Among All Groups, 





Protestant 


Catholic 


Jewish 


Agnostic 


Atheist 


No 

Pre ference 


Eastern 

Mystical 


Other 






4 


10 


18 


2 


6 


8 


2 


0 


H 


M 


8% 


20% 


36 % 


4% 


12% 


16% 


4% 


0% 




9 


8 


2T~ 


3 


4 


5 


0 


0 




F 


18% 


16% 


42% 


6% 


8% 


10% 


0% 


0% 






10 


11 


17 


4 


3 


4 


0 


0 




M 


20% 


22% 


34% 


8% 


6% 


8% 


0% 


0% 


w 




10 


7 


23 


1 


2 


6 


0 


1 




F 


20% 


14% 


46% 


2% 


4% 


12% 


0% 


2% 






" — 5 — ~ 


E 


27 


3 


1 


1 


0 


2 




M 


16 % 


16% 


54% 


6% 


2% 


2% 


0% 


4% 


u 




3 


11 


30 


3 


2 T 1 


1 


0 






F 


6% 


22% 


60% 


6% 


4% 


2% 


0% 


0% 






4 


11 


31 


1 


1 


1 


0 


0 




M 


8% 


22% 


62% 


2% 


2% 


2% 


0% 


0% 


NU 




F 


7 


31 


1 


0 


3 


1 


1 




F 


12% 


14% 


62% 


2% 


0% 


6% 


2% 


2% 


Tot! 


%ls 


54 

14% 


73 

18% 


198 

50% 


l8 

5% 


19 

5% 


29 

7% 


3 

1% 


4 

1% 
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Xt is interesting to note at this point that religious affili- 
ation among Jews drops markedly between generations. That is, 
even among the non-user group 3 which includes the greatest rela- 
tive proportion of those still reporting religious affiliation,, 
parental Jewish affiliation is reported by over 60$ , whereas sub- 
jects themselves have dropped to an average of 45$, The difference 
among other study groups is even more marked. Among other denomi- 
nations s however, the trend is not nearly so marked, 

Chi Square analyses were not performed on parental religious 
affiliation data due to the sampling error involved, i . e . , the 
user and non-user samples were drawn primarily from Jewish Commu- 
nity Centers - thus biasing that portion of the sample in terms 
of religious background. The truly startling fact., which is not 
shown by the Chi Square analysis, is that in a city which is 
approximately 19$ Jewish, approximately 40$ of all hippies and 
weekenders are of Jewish origin. This is Interesting, moreover, 
in that one generally associates Jewish background with academic 
and vocational ^striving, and not ’“dropping out,” 

A comparison also was made' among groups in terms of whether or 
hot parents are of differing religions. The results of this com- 
parison are shown below in Table 15- 

Table 15. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Religiously 
Mixed Marriage Data. 





Mixed 


Not Mixed 


H 


M 


0 = 20,00 
E = 8,25 


0 - 30.00 

E - 41.75 


P 


0 = 12,00 
E - 8.25 


0 = 38.00 
E = 41,75 


W 


M 


0 - 7.00 
E - 8.25 


0 “ 4 3,00 
E = 41.75 


P 


0 » 5.00 
E - 8,25 


0 = 45.00 
E - 41.75 


U 


M 


0 - 3.00 
E = 8.25 


0 - 47.00 
E = 41.75 


F 


0 = 6.00 
E = 8.25 


0 = 44.00 
E * 41.75 


NU 


M 


0 = 5.00 
E = 8.25 


0 =45.00" 
E - 41.75 


P 


O * « . 00 

E — 8.25 


o = "zrsTTirr 
E = 41.75 



Chi Square « 30.1216 for 7 d.f, 

p< , 01 
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With regard to Table 15 It appears that a highly dispropor- 
tionate number of hippies come from mixed religious backgrounds. 

The hippies appear to account almost totally for the highly sig- 
nificant Chi Square value. It would seem that this constitutes 
yet another form of stress which, as data immediately following 
suggest, is associated with being a hippie. 

Turning now from religious to political orientation, presented 
below, in Table 1 6 , are data descriptive of the respondents* po- 
litical beliefs , the political beliefs of their fathers, of 
their mothers and of their friends. Due to the highly skewed 
distribution, resulting in a number of cell entries of 1, no 
Chi Square analyses were attempted. 

Table 16a, Respondents' Reports of Own Political Beliefs. 







Radical 


New 

Left 


Liberal 


Middle 
of Road 


Moderately 

Conservative 


Strongly 

Conservative 


None 


Other 




M 


22 


9 


3 


0 


0 


1 


7 


3 


H 




44% 


18% 


6% 


0% 


0% 


2% 


14% 


6% 


TP 


24 


8 


4" 


0 


0 


1 


9 


3 




r 


48% 


16% 


8% 


0% 


0% 


2% 


18% 


6% 




M 


21 


14 


7 


1 


0 


1 


5 


1 


w 




42% 


28% 


14% 


2% 


0% 


2% 


10% 


2% 


W 


TP 


19 


14 


6 


0 


0 


2 





1 




V 


38% 


28% 


12% 


0% 


0% 


4% 


16% 


2% 




M 


10 


10 


13 


6 


2 


0 


1 


— 


u 




20% 


20% 


26% 


12% 


4% 


0% 


2% 


16% 


TP 


9 


11 


17 


4 


0 


1 


5 


3 






18% 


22% 


34% 


8% 


0% 


2% 


10% 


6% 




M 


1 


2 


15 


11 


10 


3 


5 


2 


NU 


i*i 


2% 


4% 


30% 


22% 


20% 


6% 


10% 


4% 




2 


4 


17 


13 


5 


2 


3 


jp- 




r 


4% 


8% 


34% 


26% 


10% 


4% 


6% 


8% 


t* A 1 s 


108 


72 


82 "” 


35 


17 


11 


"T3“ 


25 






27% 


18% 


21% | 


9% 


4% 


3% 


11% 


6 % 



O 
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Table 16b . Respondents* Reports of Father’s Political Beliefs, 







Not 

Applicable 


>Radica3 


New 

.Left 


-Liberal 


Middle 
.of Roac 


Moder- 
ately 
ICons , 


Strongly 
Cons , 


1 

None 


*0ther 


. 

Don 1 1 
Know 




M 


2 


3 


3 


11 


8 


8 


~~ 6 


4 


0 


2 


H 




4 % 


6 % 


62 


22 % 


16% 


16% 


12% 


8% 


0 % 


4% 




F 


0 


5 


0 


13 


11 


9 


5 


2 


0 


2 






0 % 


10%' 


0% 


26 % 


22% 


18% 


10% 


4% 


0% 


4 % 




i'i 


0 


2 


0 


16 


10 


7 


6 


4 


0 


1 


w 




0% 


4 % 


0% 


32% 


20% 


14% 


12% 


8% 


0% 


2% 




F 


4 


5 


3 


13 


11 


5 


3 


1 


2 


0 






8% 


10% 


6% 


26 % 


22% 


10% 


6% 


2% 


4 % 


0% 




M 


2 

i # 


0 


1 


18 


11 


11 


2 


r o 


2 


o 


u 




4$ 


0% 


2% 


36% 


22% 


22% 


4 % 


0% 


4% 


0% 




F 


0 


1 


1 


16 


10 


10 


4 


0 


1 


o 






0% 


2% 


2 % 


32% 


20% 


20% 


8% 


0% 


2% 


0 % 




M 


0 


1 


0 


10 


10 


ib 


1 


0 


1 


2 


NU 




0% 


2% 


0 % 


20% 


20% 


32% 


2% 


0% 


2% 


4 % 




F 


0 


1 


1 


10 


15 


9 


3 


1 


2 


0 






0% 

o - 


2 % 

1 * 


2% 


20% 


30% 


18% 


6% 


2% 


4% 


0% 


Totals 


8 


lb 


9 


107 


So - — 


75 


30 


12 


“8 


7 






2 % 


5% 


2 % 


27 % 


22% 


19% 


8% 


3% 


2% 


2% 



Table 16c. Respondents’ Reports of Mother’s Political Beliefs, 







Not 

Applicable 


Radica] 


New 

Left 


Liberal 


Middle 
.of Roac 


Moder- 
ately 
Cons , 


Strongly 
Cons . 


r 

None 


; Other 


Don ’ t 
Know 




M 


1 


1 


4 


17 


4 


6 


3 


8 


1 


1 


H 


i’i 


2% 


2% 


8% 


34% 


8% 


12% 


6% 


16% 


2% 


2% 




P 


0 


6 


1 


12 


12 


7 


2 


6 


1 


0 






0% 


12% 


2% 


24% 


24% 


14% 


4 % 


12% 


2% 


0% 




M 


3 


2 


2 


18 


9 


1 


5 


6 


2 


0 


w 




6% 


4 % 


4% 


36% 


18% 


2% 


10% 


12% 


4% 


0% 




P 


1 


3 


0 


16 


12 


5 


_5 


3 


~T 


0 






2% 


6% 


0% 


32% 


24% 


10% 


10% 


6% 


2 % 


0% 




M 


3 


0 


2 


16 


15 


5 


0 


~4 — 


2 


1 


u 


AJL 


6% 

= — - — ■ 


0% 


4% 


32% 


30% 


10% 


0% 


8% 


4% 


2% 




P 


0 


2 


1 


“18 


9 


~T(T“ 


3 


J "" 


i 


0 




X 1 


0% 

■ LJL^-y.‘=^ ^ 


4 % 


2% 


36% 


18% 


20% 


6% 


4 % 


2% 


0% 




M 


0 


0 




11 


T5 


d 


2 


4 


0 


1 


NU 




0% 


0% 


Z1 


22% 


_ 10% 


16% 


4 % 


8% 


0% 


2% 


I'i W 


F 


1 


0 


1 


11 


15 


11 


1 1 
2 


2 


2 


0 






2% 


0% 


2% 


22% 


30% 


22% 


4 % 


4 % 


4% 


0% 


Totals 


9 


14 


12 


119 


91 


53 


22 


35 


T 

10 


3 






2% 


4% | 


3% 


30% 


23% 


13% 


6% 


9% 


3% 


1% 
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Table l6d. Respondents' Reports of Political Beliefs of Very 
Close Friends. 





Not 

Applicable 


Radical 


New 

Left 


Liberal 


Middle 
of Roac 


Moder- 
ately 
Cons , 


Strongly 
Cons . 


None 


Ot her 


Don 1 1 
Know 




M 


1 


22 


11 


b 


0 


0 


0 


3 


1 


4 


H 




2% 


44 % 


22% 


16% 


0% 


0% 


0% 


6% 


2% 


8% 




w 


3 


25 


9 


2 


0 


1 


0 


3 


1 


5" 




±. 


6% 


50% 


18 % 


4% 


0% 


2% 


0% 


6% 


2% 


10% 




M 


2 


lb 


16 


3 


2 


0 


0 


~T~ 


1 


i 


w 




4% 


36 % 


32% 


6% 


4% 


0% 


0% 


8% 


2% 


2% 


TP 


0 


23 


16 


2 


2 


0 


1 


2 


0 


1 




jP 


0% 


46% 


32% 


4% 


4% 


0% 


-2% 


4% 


0% 


2% 




M 


6 


3 


Ik 


13 


6 


2 


0 


2 


3 


1 


u 




12 % 


6% 


23% 


26% 


12% 


4% 


0% 


4% 


6% 


2% 




1 


12 


9 


17 


2 


2 


0 


1 


3 


0 




X 1 


2 % 


24% 


18% 


34% 


4% 


4% 


0% 


2% 


6% 


0% 




M 


0 


3 


r 


18 


10 


7 


1 


1 


1 


1 


NTJ 




0 % 


6% 


8% 


36% 


20% 


14% 


2% 


2% 


2% 


2% 


‘W 


2 


3 


5 


21 


8 


3 


0 


0 


5 


1 




X 1 


4% 


6 % 


10% 


42% 


16% 


6% 


0% 


0% 


10% 


2% 


Totals 


15 


109 


84 


84 


30 


15 


2 


16 


15 


~n~~ 






4% 


27 % 


21% 


21% 


8% 


4% 


1% 


4% 


4% 


4% 



As was expected , it appears that the political beliefs of 
the hippies, the weekenders and the users are to the" left !: of the 
non users. On the other hand, the degree of difference which 
had been expected between the parents of the hippies, weekenders 
and users, and those of the non users simply failed to materialize. 
This could suggest that the relatively small numbers of mothers 
and fathers classified as members of the ‘"radical left 1, and "new left’* 
by their hippie and user children represent some degree of 
distortion of perception. What is remarkable here is the very 
uniform distribution of responses reporting parents as liberal, 
"middle of the road, moderately conservative, or for that matter, 
strongly conservative. Previous studies have suggested that today's 
radical youth come from the more politically left families; it 
would seem that insofar as our sample is concerned, this simply 
is not the case. As might be expected, among the "more left" 
subjects the political beliefs of friends are- themselves more 
left. It should be noted, however, that although the non users 
fall to the "right' of all other groups, they themselves are 
hardly conservative,, i.e., of all non users, two-thirds consider 
themselves middle of the road or left of middle of the road, with 
only one-fifth indicating political beliefs which are moderately 
or strongly conservative. 
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In discussing further the nature of the background of our 
subjects a the next area of interest is the reported marital 
happiness of their parents, both during respondents' childhood 
and currently. These data are presented below in Tables 17 and 
18 ,, respectively. 

Table 17a. Reported Marital Happiness of Subject's Parents 
During Subject’s Childhood. 





Very 

Happy 


Happy 


Average 


Unhappy 


Very 

Unhappy 


One/Both 

Parents 

Dead 




■R/T 


7 


9 


14 . 


12 


7 


1 


H 


M 


14% 


18% 


28% 


24% 


14% 


2% 




' 8 ' ' 


10 


14 


6 


11 


1 




F 


16% 


20% 


28% 


12% 


22% 


2% 






4 


12 


22 


7 


4 


0 


f.f 


M 


8% 


24% 


44% 


14% 


8% 


0% 


w 




5 


12 


19 


8 


4 


2 




F 


10% 


24% 


38% 


16% 


8% 


4% 






12 


15 


13 


7 


2 


1 


u 


M 


24% 


30% 


26% 


14% 


4% 


2% 




18 


15 


11 


4 


2 


1 




F 


35% 


29% 


22% 


8% 


4% 


2% 






7 


23 


16 


3 


1 


0 


NU 




14% 


46% 


32% 


6% 


2% 


0% 




20 


13 


, a 


3 


4 


0 




F 


41% 


27% 


16% 


6% 


8% 


0% 


Totals 


81 

20% 


109 

27% 


117 

29% 


50 

13% 


35 

9 % 


6 

2% 
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Table 17b - Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above., in Table 17a. 





Very 

Happy 


Happy 


Average 


Unhappy 
or Very 
Unhappy 


H 


M 


0 = 7-00 
E * 10.12 


0 = 9.00 
E - 13.62 


”0 = roF 

E = 14.62 


0 = 19.00 
E = 10.62 


F 


- 0 = 8.00 
E = 10.12 


0 - 10.00 
E = 13.62 


0 = 14.00 
E = 14.62 


0 * 17.00 
E 10.62 


W 


M 


0= 4.00 

E = 10.12 


0 = 12.00 
E - 13.62 


6 ~ 22.00 
E = 14.62 


0 - 11.00 
E = 10.62 


P 


0 = 5.00 
E = 9.92 


0 = 12.00 
E - 13.35 


0 - 19.00 
E = 14.33 


0 = 12.00 
E = 10.41 


u ■ 


M 


0 = 12.00 
E - 10.12 


0 - 15.00 
E » 13.62 


o - 13.00 

E ^ 14.62 


0 = 9.00 

E = 10.62 


F 


0 = lb . 00 
E = 10.33 


0 - 15-00 
E * 13.90 


0 = 11.00 
E = 14.92 


TT~^ 6.00 
E = 10.84 


NTT! * 


M 


0 - 7.00 
E - 10.33 


0 = 23.00 
E * 13*90 


0 = 16.00 
E = 14.92 


0 « 4.00' 

E « 10.84 


i M U 


F 


0 « 20.00 
E - 9-92 


0 - 13.00 
E = 13.35 


~o~^ 8 T 00 

E = 14.33 


0 » 7,00 
E ■ 10.41 



Chi Square - 6l.8?42 for 21 d.f. 

p< . 01 



Table 18a. Reported Current Marital Happiness of Subjects 1 
Parents , 





Very 

Happy 


Happy 


Average 


Unhappy 


Very 

Unhappy 


One/Both 

Parents 

Dead 






3 


5 


4 


9 


1 


5 


H 


M 


6 $ 


10% 


8 $ 


18 $ 


2 $ 


10 $ 




4 


4 


13 


2 


2 


5 




P 


8 $ 


8 $ 


26 $ 


4$ 


4$ 


10 $ 




t\/r 


1 


7 


9 


7 


4 


1 




M 


2 % 


14$ 


18 $ 


14$ 


8 $ 


2 $ 


w 


"pi 


0 


9 


13 


3 


1 


3 




F 


0 % 


18 $ 


26 $ 


6 $ 


2 $ 


6% 






6 


15 


10 


3 


1 


10 


U 


M 


12 % 


30$ 


20 % 


6 $ 


2 $ 


3Qg 




13 


13 


12 


6 


2 


3 




F 


26 % 


26 $ 


24$ 


12 $ 


4$ 


6 $ 




■fvjT 


10 


18 


13 


2 


1 


5 


NU ■ 


M 


20 % 


36$ 


26 $ 


4$ 


2 $ 


10 $ 




15 


12 


5 


2 


2 


6 




F 


315 


25 % 


10 $ 


4$ 


4$ 


12 $ 


Totals 


52 

131 . 


83 

21 $. 


79 

20 % 


34 

- 9! 


14 

4$ 


38 

10 $ 
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Table l8b , Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 18a,, 





Happy 
or Very 
Happy 


Average 


Unhappy 
or Very 
Unhappy 


H 


M 


0 = 8,00 

E - 11.34 


0 = 4.00 

E = 6,6 3 


0 = 10.00 
E = 4.03 


F 


0 = 8.00 
E = 12.88 


0 = 13.00 
E = 7.54 


~0~ 4.00 
E = 4.58 


W 


M 


0 = 8.00 
E = 14.43 


0 = 9.00 
E - 8.44 


0 = 11.00 
E = 5.13 


F 


0 = 9.00 

E = 13.40 


0 « 13”. 00 
E - 7.84 


0 - 4.00 

E = 4.76 


u 


M 


0 - 21.00 
E * 18.03 


0 - 10.00 
E = 10.55 


0 = 4.00 

E = 6.41 


F 


0 = 26.00 
E ^ 23.70 


0 = 12.00 
E = 13.87 


“0~= 8.00 
E - 8.43 


NU 


M 


0 = 28,00 
E = 22,67 


0 = 13.00 
E = 13.27 


0 ^ 3.00 
E = 8.06 


F 


0 = 27.00 
E = 18.55 


0 = 5,00 
E - 10.85 


0 « 4.00" 

E = 6.60 



Chi Square « 45.7141 for 14 d.f. 

p< , 01 



One can see in Tables 17 and 18 that the departures from ex- 
pected frequencies are highly significant. This is occasioned in 
both instances by a disproportionately great number of hippies 
and weekenders reporting marital unhappiness or "average" happi- 
ness between their parents, both currently and during their 
childhood. Conversely, users and non users judge their parents* 
marriages as happy or extremely happy far more frequently. It 
is interesting here to note again the extreme response by the 
female hippies: 22% of this group report their parents’ relation- 

ship as "very unhappy" during the subjects’ childhood. Strikingly, 
this drops to four percent when they evaluate the current stat'i 
of parental happiness. In view of the relatively small number of 
subjects involved, it is impossible to ascertain if this change 
in relative frequencies is due to a perceived resurgence of mari- 
tal bliss between parents; if it is a function of the dispropor- 
tionately great number of family breakups reported on later in 
this section, i.e,, whether new parental unions are happier than 
were the old; or if subjects were cynically labelling "happy’' what 
they perceived as a now well-established, miserable symbiosis. 

The same phenomenon is reflected in the data presented in Table 19 
below, in which 22% of the hippie females report very frequent 
serious arguments among their parents during childhood. 
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Along the same general lines, a disproportionate number of 
male hippies and weekenders also report "very frequent" and "fre- 
quent" "serious arguments" between their parents during their 
childhood. In looking at the data on the users and the non users, 
it Is apparent that they are under-represented in the "very fre- 
quent" and "frequent " categories, and that, in fact, they tend to 
report that serious arguments happen either "rarely" or "never." 



Table 19a. Reported Frequency of Serious Arguments Between 
Parents During Subject's Childhood. 







Very 






Rarely or 






Frequently 


Frequently 


Occasionally 


Never 






4 


b 


20 


15 


IT 


M 


3% 


12% 


40% 


30% 


n 




11 


7 


12 


17 




F 


22% 


1.4% 


24% 


34% 




M 


3 


8 


23 


14 


T.r 


6 % 


16 % 


46% 


20% 


w 




8 


3 


l6 


22 




F 


16% 


6 % 


32% 


44% 






1 


1 


21 


26 


u 


M 


2 % 


2 % 


42% 


52% 




3 


4 


17 


27 




b 


6 % 


8% 


33% 


53% 




fUf 


1 


5 


13 


29 


NU 


M 


Q o! 

c. to 


10% 


26 % 


58% 


T~1 


3 


5 


14 


27 




F 


6% 


10% 


29% 


55% 






34 


39 


13*3 


177 


t ctais 


9% 


10% 


34% 


44% 
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Table 19b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 19a. 





Frequently 
or Very 
Frequently 


Occasionally 


Rarely 

or 

Never 


H 


M 


0 = 10.00 
E - 8.51 


Q = 20.00 
E - 15-85 


0 = 15.00 
E - 20.63 


F 


0 = 18.00 
E - 8.89 


0 - 12.00 
E ** 16.56 


0 = 17.00 

E = 21.55 


W 


M 


0 = 11.00 
E = 9.08 


0 - 23.00 
E - 16.91 


0 = 14.00 
E ~ 22.01 


F 


0 = 11.00 
E = 9.27 


0 ^ 16.00 
E - 17.26 


0 = 22.00 
E ^ 22.47 


U 


M 


0 - 2.00 
E = 9.27 


O = 21.00 
E = 17.26 


0 ^ 26.00 
E = 22.47 


F 


0 - 7.00 
E - 9.65 


0 = 17.00 
E = 17.97 


0 ^ 27.00 
E * 23-39 


NU 


M 


0 = 6.00 
E = 9.08 


0 = 13.00 
E = 16.91 


0 « 29.00 
E - 22.01 


F 


_ 0“= 8,00 
E = 9-27 


0 = 14.00 
E ^ 17.26 


0 = 27.00 
E = 22.47 



Chi Square * 34,6502 for 14 d.f. 

p< . 01 



Precisely the same general pattern is manifested regarding 
the evaluation of family "closeness" during the subject’s child- 
hood P presented in Table 20 below. 

Table 20a. Reported Family "Closeness" During Subject’s Childhood. 





Very 

□lose 


Very Close 
But Often 
Bickering 


Close 

Warm 


Fairly 

Close 


Indifferent 

Cool 


Unhappy 

Bickering 


Disturbed 

Hostile 




M 


9 


1 


12 


14 


9 


1 


4 






18% 


2% 


24% 


28% 


18 % 


2% 


8% 


H 


T? 


3 


4 


14 


8 


5 


9 


7 




£* 


6% 


8% 


28% 


16 % 


10% 


18% 


14% 




M 


2 


9 


10 


17 


5 


0 


g- 


w 


II 


4% 


18 % 


20% 


34% 


10% 


0% 


12% 


T? 


5 


8 


10 


16 


3 


4 


3 




i 1 


10% 


16% 


20% 


32% 


6% 


8% 


6% 




M 


9 


6 


14 


14 


3~ 


i 


6 


u ■ 


FI 


18 % 


12% 


28% 


28% 


6% 


2% 


0% 






8 T 


" 8 


13 


11 


3 


5 


l 




r 


16% 


16 % 


26% 


22% 


6% 


10% 


2% 




M 


io 


10 


16 


9 


4 


0 


1 


NU 




20% 


20% 


32% 


18% 


8% 


0% 


2% 




T? 


9 


17 


15 


2 


2 


3 


0 






18 % 


34% 


30% 


4% 


4% 


6% 


0% 




55 


63 


loij 


91 


34 


23 


22 


dlD 

Rir 


14% 


16% 


26% 


23% 


9% 


6% 


6% 



44 . 
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Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 20a. 





Close 

or 

Very Close 


Close, 

Fairly Close 


Indifferent 

Unhappy 

Hostile 


H 


M 


0 - 10.00 
E = 15.05 


0 - 26.00 
E = 24,87 


0 = 14,00 
E = 10.08 


P 


0 = 7.00 

E - 15.05 


0 = 22,00 
E = 24.87 


0 - 21,00 
E = 10.08 


W 


M 


0 - 11.00 
E = 14.75 


0 = 27-00 
E = 24.37 


0 = 11.00 
E ■ 9.8? 


P 


0 = 13.00 
E - 14.75 


0 = 26.00 
E = 24.37 


0 » 10.00 ' 
E - 9.87 


U 


| M 


0 = 15.00 
E - 14.15 


0 * 28.00 
E ® 23.38 


0 « 4.00 

E - 9.47 


F 


0 = 16.00 
E = 14.75 


0 - 24.00 
E 24.37 


0® 9.00 
E - 9.87 


NU 


M 


0 - 20.00 
E ® 15.05 


0 - 25.00 
E - 24.87 


0 = 5.00 

E * 10.08 


P 


0 » 26.00 
E = 14.45 


0 ■ 17.00 
E - 23.88 


0 - 5.00 
E - 9.6 7 



Chi Square = 43.4088 for 14 d,f. 

p< . 01 



As Table 20 shows, far fewer of the hippie groups report ex- 
tremely warm, close families than do representatives of the non- 
hippie group. Rather, the hippies are over-represented in their 
reporting of indifferent, unhappy and hostile family situations 
in childhood. It should be noted that this is particularly the 
case among the female hippies. The non-hippie groups are under- 
represented in the indifferent, unhappy and hostile family category. 
There is not discernable difference, however, between the users 
and the non users in terms of this dimension. 

•Information was collected from the subjects as to whether their 
families of origin are broken or intact. Specifically, they were 
SBked to indicate whether their parents are still married and liv- 
ing together, or whether they are divorced, separated, or widowed. 
Inspection of Table 21 below reveals a far greater proportion 
of; the hippies and of the male weekenders than would be expected 
•as. having come from broken homes. Again, we see the rather drama- 
tic frequency of disruption reported by the female hippies, over 
half of whom come from broken homes. 



O 

ERIC 



45 



37 



Table 21a. Reported Prevalence of Broken Families, According to 
Group . 







Separatee 


Divorcee 


Father 

IWidower 


Mother 

’Widow 


Both 

Deceased 


Mother 

Remarried 


Father 

[Remarried 


Total 




M 


2 


6 


1 


6 


3 


2 


3 


23 


H 




4$ 


12% 


2 % 


12$ 


6% 


4$ 


6 % 


46$ 




F 


12 


7 


3 


3 


1 


2 


2 


30 






24$ 


14$ 


6 % 


6% 


2$ 


4$ 


4$ 


60 $ 




M 


6 


6 


1 


3 


0 


2 


1 


19 


W 




12$ 


12% 


2 % 


6 % 


0 % 


4$ 


2 % 


38$ 




F 


1 


1 


1 


3 


0 


2 


1 


9 






2 % 


2 % 


2 % 


6% 


0$ 


4$ 


2 % 


18$ 




M 


2 


1 


4 


r n 


1 


1 


4 


17 


u 




4$ 


2% 


8% 


8% 


2$ 


2% 


8$ 


34$ 




F 


0 


2 


0 


3 


0 


2 


2 


9 






0$ 


4$ 


0$- 


6% 


0$ 


4$ 


4$ 


18$ 




M 


2 


1 


1 


4 


0 


0 


1 


9 


NU 




4 $ 


2% 


2% 


8% 


0$ 


0$ 


2$ 


18$ 




F 


2 


5 


5 


5 


1 


3 


5 


T5 — 






4$ 


10% 


10% 


10% 


2 % 


6% 


10$ 


52$ 



Table 21b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 21a, 





Broken 


Intact 


H 


M 


0 = 18.00 
E = 13.62 


0 = 32.00 
E = 36.37 


F 


0 = 26.00 
E = 13.62 


0 = 24.00 
E = 36.37 


W 


M 


0 = 16.00 
E = 13.62 


0 = 34.00 
E = 36.37 


F 


0 = 6.00 
E = 13.62 


0 = 44.00 
E = 36.37 


U 


M 


lo = 12.00 

E = 13.62 


o = 38.00 

IE = 36 . 37 


F 


o = 5.00 

E = 13.62 


0 = 45.00 
E = 36.37 


NU 

/ 


M 


0 = 8.00 
E = 13.62 


0 = 42.00 
E = '"6.37 


F 


0 = 18.00 
E = 13.62 


0 = 32.00 
E = 3‘6 . 37 



Chi Square = 36.7099 for 7 d.f. 

p< . 01 
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Table 21b reveals that it is the weekender females who ex- 
hibit a less-than-expected prevalence of broken homes among the 
hippie groups. It is also interesting to note that among the 
non users , more females than would be expected report having 
come from broken homes. Clearly , this is not a straight-line rela- 
tionships it would be most interesting to examine this variable 
in relation to a large population, so as to obviate the possibility 
of any sampling error. In general, it would seem that one of 
the factors which discriminates between hippies and non hippies 
is that of broken family background. 



Bearing in mind the rather surprising differences between 
males and females along the dimension of parental family break- 
down, a further analysis was done between males and females in 
this respect. The results of this analysis, i.e., comparing 
males and females in terms of frequency of reported parental 

f n^oi y ^ breakd0Wns ^ were 1;ofca l 1 y non-significant. (Chi Square = 
.0126 for one d.f.) 



, .. subjects were asked whether they felt their parents 

individually had achieved their goals in various areas: educa- 

tion, status, and character. The results of these analyses are 
presented below in Tables 22 through 2k. y 
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Table 22a. Reported Realization of Educational Goals: Father and Mothe 
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Table 22b. 



Table 22c. 
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Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Dat 
Presented Above in Table 22a: Mother 





Yes 


No 


H 


M 


0 - 19,00 
E = 19.00 


0 = 19.00 
E = 19.00 


F 


0 = 17.00 

E = 21.50 


0 » 26.00 
E = 21.50 


W 


M 


o = 24.00 
E = 20.00 


O = 16.00 
E = 20.00 


F 


0 = 20.00 
E - 21.00 


0 - 22.00 
E = 21.00 


u 


M 


0 = lb. 00 
E » 19.50 


0 = 21.00 
E = 19.50 


F 


0 - 22.00 
E - 23.00 


0 - 24.00 
E = 23.00 


NU 


M 


o - 25.00 

E = 21.00 


O = 17.00 
E = 21.00 




F 


0 = 22.00 
E = 22.00 


0 = 22.00 
E - 22.00 



Chi Square - 5.-4205 for ? d.f. 



Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 22a: Father. 







Yes 


No 


H 


M 


O = 16.00 
E - 20.13 


o * 20,00 
E = 15.87 


F 


0 = 23.00 
E = 26.84 


O - 25.00 
E = 21,16 


W 


M 


O = 23.00 

E = 23.48 


' o * 19.00 
E = 18.52 


F . 


u = 24.00 
E = 23.48 


0 - 18.00 
E = 18.52 


U 


M 


O = 24.00 
E •- 24.60 


r 0 = 20.00 
E = 19.40 


F 


0 ® 30.00 
E m 26.28 


0 = 17.00 
E = 20.72 


NTT 


M 


0 ■ 24.00 
E = 24.04 


0 = 19.00 
E = 18.96 




F. 


0 - 30.00 
E = 25.16 


0 = 15.00 
E =19.84 



Chi Square = 6,5538 for 7 d.f. 
NS 
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Table 23 a. Reported Realization of St at 
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Table 23b, Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above In Table 23a: Mother, 
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Yes 


No 


H 


M 


0 = 16.00 
E - 17-38 


0 - 13,00 
E = 11.62 


F 


O - 14.00 
E ® 19.78 


0 « 19.00 
E = 13,22 


W 


M 


0 = 20.00 
E = 20.98 


0 - 15.00 
E « 14.02 


F 


0 - 17.00 
E = 24.57 


0 * 24.00 
E - 16.43 


U 


M 


0 ^ 27.00 
E = 23.97 


0 ■ 13.00 
E = 16.03 


F 


0 = 31.00 
E - 25.77 


0 ^ 12.00 
E = 17.23 


NU 


M 


0 = 23,00 
E * 20.38 


0 = 11.00 
E = 13.62 


F 


0 ^ 27-00 
E - 22.17 


0 = 10,00 

E = 14.83 



Chl Square = 17,4882 for 7 d,f. 
P< . 05 



Table 23c. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 23a: Father. 





Yes 


No 


H 


M 


0 - 10.00 
E = 21.02 


0 = 24.00 
E = 12.98 


F 


0 = 24.00 
E = 24.11 


0 = 15.00 
E * 14.89 


W 


M 


0 = 18.00 
B - 24.11 


0 = 21.00 
E = 14.89 


F 


0 - 23.00 

E = 24.72 


0 = 17,00 ' 

E = 15.28 


U 


M 


0 = 28.00 
E ---■ 24,72 


0 - 12.00 
E = 15.28 


F 


~0 = 34.00 
E ^ 26.58 


0 = 9.00 

E ^ 16.42 


a 

a 


M 


0 - 29.00 

E = 23.49 


0 - 9.00 

E = 14,51 


F 


0 = 25.00 

E « 22.25 


0 ^ 11.00 
E = 13.75 



Chi Square - 30,3246 for 7 d.f. 

p< . 01 
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Table 24a. Reported Realization of Character Goals : Father and Mother 
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Table 24b, Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 24a: Mother 





Yes 


No 


H 


M 


0 ^ 25.00 
E = 26.33 


0 - 9.00 

E = 7.67 


F 


0 = 22,00 
E - 25.56 


0 = 11,00 
E = 7,44 


W 


M 


0 » 28.00 
E - 29.43 


0 = 10.00 
E = 8.57 


F 


0 = 26.00 
E - 28.65 


0 = 11.00 

E = 8.35 


u 


M 


0 - 29.00 
E = 28.65 


0 = 8.00 
E - 8.35 


P 


0 - 26.00 
E ■ 29.43 


0 - 12.00 
E = 8.57 


NU 

- 


M 


0 = 33.00 

E = 27.88 


O = 3,00 

E = 8.12 


F 


0 = 41.00 
E = 34,07 


0 - 3.00 

E * 9.93 1 



Chi Square » 16,0856 for 7 d.f. 
p< , 05 



Table 24c, Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented in Table 24a: Father. 







Yes 


No 


H 


M 


O = 20.00 
E = 23-81 


0 = 12,00 
E = 8,19 


F 


O - 21.00 
E = 24,56 


0 * 12.00 
E = 8.44 


W 


M 


- 0 = 26.00 
E ■ 29.77 


0 * 14.00 
E = 10,23 


F 


0 - 23.00 
E - 28,28 


O ^ 15.00 
E s 9,72 


U 


M 


0 = 35.00 
E = 32,00 


0 ~ 8.00 
E = 11,00 


F 


0 = 31.00 

E * 29.02 


0 - 8,00 
E - 9.98 


NU 


M 


0 = 34.00 
E ^ 28.28 


0 = 4 . 0 0 

E ^ 9.72 


F 


0 * 34.00 
E = 28.28 


0 = 4,00 

E * 9.72 



Chi Square - 20.7935 for 7 d.f. 

, p< . 01 
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As is indicated by the data presented in Table 22, there is 
no significant difference among the groups in terms of their per- 
ceptions of parental educational goal achievement. On the other 
hand, as can been seen from Tables 23 and 24, there are highly 
significant differences among groups, in terms of the proportion 
of subjects in each group who perceive their parents as achieving 
status and character goals. 

With regard to the data in Table 23 regarding status goals, 
it is particularly Interesting to note that it is the female 
weekenders and hippies who perceive their mothers as having fallen 
short of status goals* the effect is not nearly so marked among 
the males. Conversely, It Is a disportionately great number of 
male hippies and weekenders who pei eive their fathers as having 
fallen short of status goals which would appear to account for 
the significant effect; again, the effect is not nearly so marked 
among other groups, or among female hippies and weekenders. 

This is an interesting finding, in that a central theme in 
the hippie critique of society is their disillusionment with what 
they perceive as an overemphasis on status. In light of this, it 
might be expected that the hippies and weekenders would generalize 
and would perceive both parents as having fallen short of status 
goals. Instead, they appear to discriminate between parents: 
males perceive their fathers, but not their mothers and females 
perceive their mothers, but not their fathers as having fallen 
short of status goals. This would suggest the possibility that 
the same sexed parent has conveyed a sense of failure which be- 
comes integrated by his hippie offspring as a rejection of any 
emphasis on status. In this context, it is particularly inter- 
esting to see that the results presented in Table 24, with regard 
to "character," although highly significant, are completely 
generalized, i.e., there is no male-female differentiation, as 
is the case with status goals. This would appear to lend weight 
to the Interpretation of the data on achievement of status goals. 

As part of the section on personal and family background and 
history, subjects were questioned as to the smoking and drinking 
habits of themselves and their parents. First, they were asked 
whether they smoked cigarettes, and drank alcoholic beverages. 
Responses to these questions and analyses of these responses are 
presented below in Table 27 and Table 28, respectively. 
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Table 27a. Responses to Question: H Do you smoke cigarettes 

regularly (around 1/2 pack a day or more)?” 





Yes 


No 


H 


M 


27 

54% 


23 

46% 


P 


28 

56% 


21 

42% 


W 


M 


27 

54% 


21 

42% 


P 


24 

48% 


21 

42% 


U 


M 


14 

28% 


33 

66% 


P 


19 

37% 


31 

61% 


NU 

— 


M 


6 

12% 


40 

80% 


P 


5 

10% 


78% 


Totals 


i5o : 
38% 


12B 

57% 



Table 27b, Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above In Table 27a. 





Yes 


No 


H 


M 


0 = 27.00 

E = 19,84 


O = 23.00 
E - 30.16 


P 


IT = 28.00 
E = 19.44 


0 = 21.00 
E = 29.56 


W 


M 


0 = 27.00 
E * 19.05 


O = 21.00 

E = 28.95 


P 


~0 = 24,00 
E = 17.86 


0 « 21.00 
E = 27.14 


u 


M 


0 = 14.00 
E = 18,65 


fo~ = 33-00 
E = 28.35 


P 


0 = 19,00 
E = 19.84 


0 = 31.00 

E = 30.16 


ATT 7 ■ 


M 


0 = 6.00 
E = 18.25 


0 - 40.00 
E - 27.75 


U 


P 


0 = 5.00 
E = 17.06 


0 = 38.00 
E = 25.94 1 



Chi. Square = 49.2904 for 7 d.f, 

p< . 01 



o 
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Table 28a. Frequencies of Subjects Reporting Use of Alcoholic 
Beverages . 







Beer 


Liquor 


Beer 

& 

Liquor 


Wine 


Wine 

& 

Beer 


Wine ~ 
& 

Liquor 


Wine 
Beer & 


t — 

None 


H 


M 


3 

6 % 


3 

6% 


0 

0% 


6 

12$ 


7 

14$ 


2 

4 $ 


Liquor 

36$ 


10 

20$ 


F 


0 

0$ 


3 

6% 


0 

0% 


11 

22% 


4 

8$ 


2 

4$ 


13 

26$ 


17 

34$ 


W 


M 


5 

10$ 


0 

0% 


1 

2 % 


i 5~ — 
12$ 


10 

20$ 


0 

0$ 


14 

28$ 


13 

26$ 


F 


2 

4$ 


4 

8% 


0 

0% 


7 

14$ 


~W 

8$ 


1 

2$ 


7 

14$ 


25 

50$ 


u 


M 


1 

2$ 


2 

4$ 


2 

4$ 


5 

10$ 


4 

8$ 


4 

8$ 


27 

54$ 


" 4 

8$ 


F 


1 

2% 


1 

2% 


0 

0$ 


9 

18$ 


2 

4$ 


7 

14$ 


2F 

51$ 


4~ — 
8$ 


NU 


M 


4 

8$ 


2 

4$ 


3 

6 % 


2 

4$ 


4 

8$ 


5 

10$ 


25 

50$ 


5 

10$ 




F 


0 

0% 

"—pr ■ 


0 

0$ 


3 

6 % 


0 

0 % 


3 

6$ 


13 

27$ 


21 

43$ 


9 

18$ 


Totals 


16 

4$ 


15 

4$ 


9 

2% 


46 

12$ 


38 

10 $ 


34 

9 % 


151 

38$ 


87 

22$ 



Table 28b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Bata 
Presented Above in Table 28a. 







Yes 


No 


H 


M 


0 = 40.00 
E = 39.12 


w o 

II II 
H :H 

o o 
• * 

CD O 
O' 


F 


0 = 33-00 
E = 39.12 


o = 17.00 
E = 10.87 


W 


M 


0 - 37.00 
E - 39.12 


0 - 13.00 
E - 10.87 


F 


0 = 25.00 
E = 39.12 


0 = 25.00 
E = 10.87 


U 


M 


10 * 46.00 
E - 39.12 


0 = 4.00 

E «= 10.87 


F 


0 = 46.00 
E * 39.12 


0 “ 4.00 

E - 10.87 


NU 


M 


0 = 45.00 
E = 39-12 


0 = 5.00 

E » 10.87 


F 


“0 = 41.00 
E = 39.12 


0 * 9.00 
E - 10.87 



Chi Square = 44.0527 for 7 d.f. 

p< . 01 
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From an inspection of Table 2? it appears that while more 
of the hippies and weekenders smoke than would be expected the 
converse is true for the non— hippie groups. It is Interesting 
to note that despite public awareness of the hazards of smoking 
oyer one- third of all subjects report that they smoke regularly! 
With respect to drinking, although the hippie groups do tend to 
drink less, it would seem that the hippies are not as temperate 
as had been thought. That is, especially with regard to hard 
liquor, the public image has been that hippies reject this partic- 
ular drug form In favor of the other more popularly stereotyped 
This seems not to be the case with our sample, although 
they do drink less than do their non— hippie peers. 

5° statistically significant differences in drinking behavior 
? amon S P are nts of the four groups, in terms either of 
he variety or the amount of alcoholic substances consumed. As 

annear tVfaii^nh^ Table ?? su SSest, parental drinking patterns 
appear to fall within generally-accepted, normal limits. 



Table 29a, 



A l coh °lic Beverages Reported Consumed by 
Mother. ~ J 







None 


Beer 


Liquor 


Beer 

& 

Liquor 


Wine 


Wine 

& 

Beer 


Wine 

& 

Liquor 


Wine 
Beer & 
Liquor 


H 


M 


10 

20% 


0 

0 % 


4 

8% 


3 

6% 


2 

4$ 


2 

4% 


11 

22% 


13 

26% 


F 


7 

14% 


0 

0% 


3 

6% 


1 

2% 


9 

18% 


0 

0% 


12 

24% 


TF 

36% 


w ■ 


M 


12 

24% 


1 

2% 


2 

4% 


1 

2% 


10 

20 % 


1 

2% 


12 

24% 


11 

22% 


F 


7 

14% 


1 

2% 


1 

2% 


2 

4% 


”TT 

28% 


1 

2% 


9 

18% 


r 15 

30% 


U 


M 


5 

10% 
— n 


1 

2% 


3 

6% 


ir~ 

16% 


3 

6% 


0 

0% 


18 

36% 


11 

22% 




F 


Q% 


1 

2% 


3 

6 % 


2 

4| 


Q% 


0 

0 % 


19 

37 % 


~rr 

55% 


NU 


M 


3 

6 % 


0 

0 % 


2 

4% 


2 

4% 


7 

m% 


2 

4% 


15 

30% 


19 

38% 




F 


5 

10% 


1 

2 % 


3 

6 % 


2 

4% 


— 

12% 


2 

4% 


13 

27 % 


17 

35% 


j Totals 


53 

131 


5 

1% 


21 

5% 


21 . 

5% 1 


55 

13 % 


8 

2 % 


10 9 

27% 


122 

31% 



O 
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Table 29 b. Types of Alcoholic Beverages Reported Consumed by 
Father. 







None 


Beer 


Liquor 


Beer 

& 

Liquor- 


Wine 


Wine 

& 

Beer 


Wine 

& 

Liquor 


Wine 
Beer & 
Liquor 


H 


M 


7 

14* 

1. : * “ 


3 

6% 


r ^ 
8% 


4 

8* 


1 

2* 


0 

0* 


5 

10* 


21 

42* 


F 


4 

8* 


1 

2 % 


1 

2 % 


4 

8% 


2 

4* 


5 

10* 


6 

12* 


27 

54* 




M 


9 


1 


0 


2 


0 


6 


5 


“25 


W 




18* 
s 


2 % 


0* 


4* 


0* 


12* 


10* 


52* 


F 


6 


2 


2 


0 


r 8 


2 


2 


28 






12* 


4* 


4* ■ 


0* 


16* 


4* 


4* 


56* 




M 


3 


2 


2 


9 


0 


1 


12 


20 


U 




6% 


4* 


4* 


18 % 


0* 


2* 


24* 


40* 


V 


F 


2 


1 


2 


2 


2 


1 


10 


31 






4* 


2% 


4* 


4* 


4* 


2* 


20* 


6l* 




M 


1 


1 


0 


5 


^ 5 


2 


r 7 


29 


NU 




2* 


2 % 


0* 


10* 


10* 


4* 


14* 


58* 




F 


3 


1 


0 


3 


3 


2 


9 


28 






6* 


2 % 


0* 


6 % 


6* 


4* 


18* 


57* 


Totals 


35 


12 


11 


29 


21 


19 


“56 


210 






9 % 


3 % 


3 % 


7 % 


5* 


5* 


14* 


53* 
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Table 29c. Amount Reported Consumed by Subject's Mother and Father. 



i)oes Not 
Answer 


onvo 


CM -=J 


i Vi 

• onvo 


pr co 


onvo 


L V 

i — 1 CM 


L VS 

1 rH CM 


V! 

onvo 


[ 

Vi 

o tn 

CM 


\ 

>> > 
> > 

Q) <D 

mtn 


> 

cm 


rH C\ 


1 o o 


Vi 

o o 


cm -=r 


VS 
i — 1 CM 


Vi 

o o 


Vi 
rH CM 


10- CM 


<D 

>> 

> u 

Ctf <D 
<D T3 

a O 
s 


«H CM 


VS 

on vo 


1 Vi. 

' rH CM 


vs. 
o o 


vs 
o o 


Vi 

O O 


Vi 

o o 


Vl 

o o 


Vi 
Un rH 


Heavy/ 

Light 


rH CM 


v* 

cm 


VI 
rH CM 


Vi 

o o 


vs. 
o o 


Vi. 
rH CM 


Vi 

o o 


Vi 

o o 


Vi 
LT\ rH 


Moderate/ 

Heavy 


cm 


vs. 

cm 


Vi 

rH CM 


Vi 

cm -=r 


Vi 

o o 


Vi 

rH CM 


Vi 
i — 1 CM 


i — i CM 


o on 

rH 


Moderate/ 

(Moderate 


OO VjO 
1 — 1 


ve. 

i — I 


Vi. 

co 


vi 

onvo 

rH CM 


Vi. 
MO CM 

rH 


Vi 
LO O 
rH 


Vi 

-=r oo 


Vi 
<D CM 
rH 


Vi 

on on 

LTVrH 


Moderate/ 
! Light 


>5* 

o o 


vi 

on vo 


vt 

cm 


VI 

o o 


Vi 
t — I CM 


Vi 
O O 


CM -=f 


rH CM 


Vi 
CJ> CM 


tight/ 

Heavy 


** 
i — I CM 


o o 


vs. 

c\i 


o o 


Vi. 
i — 1 CM 


Vi 

onvo 


i — 1 CM 


Vi 

onvo 


Vi 
rH on 
rH 


[ Light/ 
Moderate 


cm -^r 

i — I CM 


v* 

OVOO - 

i — l i 


Vi 

=r oo : 

rH CM 


Vi. 
30 VO 

rH 


onvo 


Vi. 

N^=T 

rH 


Vi, 
onvo 
i — 1 CM 


vt 
x> vo 

rH 


Vi 

o\ 

C—rH 


Light/ 

Light 


O O « 
CM -=T * 


t*. 

— 1 CM i 
r\i -^r < 


Vi 

— 1 CM ( 

cm j=t < 


Vi. 

■nvo 

-=r 


vt 
=r oo < 
onvo < 


Vi 

OMon c 
v**0 1 


Vi 

x> vo 
cm in < 


Vi 

o on 
rvi lp\ 


Vi 

inrH 

oin 

CM 




s i 


i H 




Ph 


S 




s 




Totals 




> 








t 


L_. 


t— 


* 



o 
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asoectS of r th^ S ‘'^*?! a 3 Ure ° f th f centralit y of parents to various 
aspects of the rite de passage'* to adolescent status 

were asked with whom they drank alcoholic beverages dirin^their 

!n r Tabl S e To data are^eSent^e^ow 1 " 



Table 30a. 



Subjects’ Reports of Persons 
Earliest Drinking. 



with Whom They Did Their 







Mother/ 

Father 


Other 

Relatives 


Neighbor- 
hood 
Friends 
O'' le) 


-Neighbor- 
hood 
Friends 
( Female ) 


School 
Friends 
(Male ) 


School 
> Friends 
(Female) 


Friends 
( General ] 


Other 


H 


M 


2 

4% 

r» 


4 

8% 


io 

20 % 


5 

10% 


14 

28% 


6 

12% 


17 

34% 


3 

6% 


F 


( 

14% 

it 


3 

6% 


6 

12% 


3 

6% 


10 

20% 


11 

22 % 


11 

22% 


2 


W 


M 


H 

8% 


0 

0% 


8 

16% 


4 

8% 


7 

14% 


5 

10 % 


i— i— fO 

15 

30% 


H Jo 
2 

Zi # 


F 


7 

14% 

"1 r\ 


1 

2% 

"1. — 


4 

8% 


4 

8% 


5 

10% 


4 

8% 


_) l - / fo 

15 

30% 


0 

n £ 


u ■ 


M 


10 

20% 

T -“7 i 


8% 

■ — ' ~ ' ■ 


13 

26% 


16% 


25 

50% 


12 

24% 


11 

22% 


U Jo 
2 

ii* 




F 


17 

34% 


6 

12% 

r 


4 

8% 


4 

8% 


22 

44% 


17 

34% 


16 

32% 


1 


NU ■ 


M 


28% 


0 

12% 


9 

18 % 


3 

6% 


20 

40% 


9 " 

18% 


17 

26% 


~~D — 1 
0% 




F 


1 

2% 

^2 ' 


0 

0% 


0 

0% 


0 

0% 


0 

0% 


0 

0% 


2 

4% 


1 

2% 


Totals 


16% 


2T 

6% 


54 7 " 

14% 


31 

8% 


T03 

26% 


16% 


100 

25% 


<L JO 

it 

3 % 



Table 30b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Apolied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 30a. 



O 

ERLC 







Parents 


Friends 


H 


M 


"0 = b . 00 
E = 12.08 


0 = 55.00 
E = 48.92 


F 


O = 10.00 ' 
E = 10.50 


0 = 43.00 

E = 42.50 


W 


M 


~~0 = 4.00 

E = 8.91 


“(I~= 41.00“ 
E = 36.09 


F 


0 = 8.00 
E = 7.92 


0 « 32.00 

E = 32.08 


U 


M 


[O = 14.00 
E = 16.83 


O = 71.00 
E = 68.17 


F 


0 = 13.00 
E « 15.25 


0 = 64.00 
E = 61.75 


TJTT 


M 


0 = 20.00 
E = 14.65 


O = 54.00 
E = 59.35 


iM u 


F 


0 = 25.00 
E - 13.86 


0 = 45.00 

E = 56.14 



Chi Square = 21.8200 for 7 d.f 



p< . 01 
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Table 30 indicates that for the male hippies and weekenders 

and to a far lesser extent the male and female users, drinking of 

alcoholic beverages with parents occurred less frequently than 

would be expected, while more drinking than would be expected took 

frien ^ s - Since adolescents regard drinking as one of 

li' estones of social development it is interesting to note that 

nut n^v USe ^ K hare th±S actlvlt y with their parents more fre- 
quently than would be expected. 



Who asked whether they had family members 

ThoiS S 1 n d dlfflculties related to drugs, alcoholism, etc. 
Their answers are shown below in Table 31. 



Table 31a. Instances of Family Members Having a Drug- or Alcohol- 
Related Problem. 





Yes 


No 


H 


M 


16 

32% 


34 

68% 


F 


12 

24% 


38 

76% 


W 


M 


8 

16* . 


£2 

84% 


F 


11 

22% 


3B 

76% 


U 


M 


rio 

20% 


40 

80% 


F 


6 

12 % 


42 

84% 


NU 


M 


1 

2 % 


92% 


F 


6 

12% 


42 

84% 


Totals 


70 

18% 


322 

81% 



Table 31b. 
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Re suits of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 31a. 





Yes 


No 


H 


M 


0 = 16.00 
E = 9.03 


0 = 34.00 
E = 40.97 


F 


0 = 12.00 
E = 9.03 


O = 38.00 
E = 40.97 


W 


M 


~ 0 ~^ 8.00 
E « 9.03 


0 = 42.00 
E = 40.97 


F 


0 = 11.00 
E = 8.85 


0 = 38.00 
E = 40.15 


U 


M 


0 = 10.00 
E = 9.03 


0 = 40.00 
E = 40.97 


F 


ro~“= 6.00 
E = 8.67 


0 = 42.00 
E = 39.33 


NU 


M 


0 = 2.00 
E = 8.67 


0 = 46.00 
E = 39.33 


F 


"O^ 6.00 

E = 8.67 


0 = 42.00 
E = 39.33 



Chi Square = 16.9281 for 7 d.f. 
p< . 05 



A3 may be seen from an inspection of Table 31, more of both 
the male and female hippies, and more of the weekender females, 
than would be expected report the existence of family members 
with drug- and alcohol-related problems. This is somewhat puzzling 
in light of the previously reported lack of differences among 
parents of the four groups in drinking patterns. However, it 
should be noted that that question dealt only with parental be- 
havior, and this one deals with all family members. Here again, 
this might be taken as some indication of family disruption or 
tension. 

Respondents were questioned regarding whether or not they had 
been arrested on drug charges and whether or not they had ever 
been arrested for other than drug charges. These data are pre- 
sented below in Tables 32 and 33. 
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Table 32. Number of Respondents Arrested on Drug Charges. 





Yes 


No 


H 


M 


11 

22# 


39 
7 8 % 


F 


6 

12% 


44 

88£ 


W 


M 


14 

28% 


36 

72 % 


F 


3 

6 % 


47 

9455 


u 


M 


1 

2 % 


49 

98% 


F 


0 

0 % 


50 

10055 


Totals 


35 

12 % 


255 

88 % 



Table 33. Number of Arrests for Other than Drug Charges. 





■Yes 


No 


H 


M 


24 

48# 


T6 — 
52# 


F 


8 

1655 


42 

84# 


W 


M 


Tj 1 

_J4# 


33 

66 % 


F 


9 

18# 


1 

H OJ 

=r co 


u 


M 


8 

16 % 


42 

84# 


F 


3 

6 55 


47 

94# 


NU 


M 


7 

1455 


43 

86# 


F 


6 

0% 


49 

98# 


Totals 


76 

1955 


323 
8l# . 



As might be expected, more of the hippies and weekenders 
had a history of any kind of arrests than is the case among the 
users and the non users. It is also interesting to note that 
arrests are far more common, across all groups, among males than 
among females. Finally, examination of these tables reveals 
that arrests for other than drug charges are far more common than 
pnVp ru S arrests. Hence, 48# of the hippie males and 34# of the week- 
tj^^nder males had been arrested on other than drug charges. 
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SUMMARY 



The major findings with regard to the demographic profile and 
tne background characteristics of the study respondents can be 
summarized as follows: 



1) The male hippies and the weekenders, both male and female 
come from less socially prestigious, less well-to-do 
backgrounds than do the users and the non users . More 

of the female hippies come from affluent backgrounds. 

The data are suggestive of the possibility that while 
for • males ‘’hippieness ” is a flight from modest 
circumstances, for females the flight is from affluence. 
The users, like the female hippies, come from relatively 
affluent backgrounds. The users come from higher socio- 
economic families than do the non users. 

2) More of the hippies and weekenders have dropped out of 
school. However, the majority have not dropped out 
prior to some time spent in college. 

3) The hippies tend to be less religious than the other 
groups. Forty percent of the hippies and weekenders are 
of J ewish origin. A relatively large number of hiopie 
subjects come from religiously mixed marriages. The 
non users tend to be more religious than the users; in 

fact, the non users are the most religiously observant 
group. 



4) Politically, the hippies, weekenders, and users can be 
characterized as "left 51 of the non users. There are 
no striking differences found among the parents of 
subjects in the various groups. 



5) 



6 ) 



Tnere is a marked tendency toward family tension among 
the families of hippies and weekenders, in terms of 
broken families, frequency of arguments, and relative 
lack of family closeness. Many of their homes are 
characterized by instability, tension, and breakdown, 
in contrast, the users and non users come from relatively 
more stable homes which are characterized by a feeling 
of family unity and a relative absence of arguments. 



More subjects among the hippies and weekenders smoke but 
fewer use alcohol, than is the case among the users and 
the non users. No differences are' found in terms of 
drinking habits of the parents of subjects in the four 
^~°~ ps :- However, more of the hippies report instances 
of family members who have a drug- or alcohol-related 
problem. 
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DRUG ORIENTATION AND PRACTICES 
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B. 



Drug Orientation and Practices : 



Bhn jotec previously, a drug user was defined as anyone 

who used marijuana or hashish once a month or who reported using 
any other drug, e.g., LSD, methadrine, DMT, STP, opium, etc. on 
more than two occasions. * » on 

. , What follows is a general description of the nature and pat- 

ins of drug use, the factors accompanying and antedating initial 
USe i the ex Pe rl ences that the participants have had with 
and th ? reasons given tor discontinued use of 
various substances. It will be noted that only three of the four 

S? °L S "drSe nuesJ? 0lU ^ ed ln thls 5 this is because nSne 

of the drug questions were presented to the non-user zrouD Tn 

possibilitv 1S u ^ fortunate » as it forestflls P the 

possibility of comparing perceptions about drugs, and certain life 

experiences, between those who are users and those who Ire nSt 

whir.H P ?If ented b J l0 r in Tables 34 and 35 are data on the age at 
5 res P° ndents first smoked marijuana, and first us-d 
another drug, respectively. 



Table 3^a. Age at Which Subjects First Used Marijuana: Mean, 

Standard Deviation. * 



Treat 


ment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


*49 


T8\ 449 


^4. 70b 


2 Weekenders 


50 


lib. 440 


"47583 




3 Users 


49 I 


T 8.755 


3.242 1 


females 


4' Hippies 


50 


16.880 


3.051 


5 Weekenders 


47" 


T7.149 


2.721 


1 


6 Users 


7 49 


19.122 


0*618 



Table 34b. Analysis of Variance Applied to Data Presented Above 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


d.f . 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 

Level 


Total 


^306.558 


293 








Treat 


200.551 


5 


4"o.no 


^27813 ' 




Factor 1 


95.942 


2 


47.971 


"3.365 


.05 


Factor 2 


50 . 402 


1 


50.402 


3.535 


NS 


1 Times 2 


54.206 


2 


27.103 


1.901 




Resid . 


4106.007 


288 


114.257 




— ■■ - ■ - 
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Table 34c. 



SbS5rin U TablJ e 3 K nSe TSSt Applied to Data Presented 



Difference 
Between Means 


•05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 


Mean b - Mean M 2.?h?% " 


2.157 


Mean b - Mean 5 1 Q 73 


'2.124 


Mean 6 - Mean 2 ' . 68 p 


~ 2 T 0 8 3 


Mean b - Mean 1 ft 7-3 


2".027 


Mean 6 - Mean 3 ^7 


1.945 


Mean 3 - Mean 4 1.875 


2.124 




wean 3 - Mean 5 1 . 606 


2.03T" 


Mean 3 - Mean ~ ^15 


2.027 1 


Mean 3 - Mean 1 . -306 


1-945 


Mean 1 - Mean 4 1.569 


2 . 083 T 


Mean 1 - Mean 5 1.300 


2 . 027 


Mean 1 - Mean 2 .009 


1 ". 945 


Mean 2 - Mean 4 1.560 


2.027 


Mean 2 — Mean 5 1.291 


r. 945 


Mean 5 - Mean 4 .269 


1.945 



Table 35 a. 



£?L2 f *-K eSP £ nd ? nt at Tlrne of Plrst ^ug Experience 
Other than Marijuana: Mean, Standard Deviation. * 



Treat 


ment Group 


No . of 
Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


49 


“19.154 


"4.588 


2 Weekenders 


47 


19.105~ 


"4.614 


3 Users H 


34 


1X9.824' T 


P4 .033 


Females 


4 Hippies n 


46 


17.370 


r 2 .8oo 


5 Weekenders 


41 


17.098 


2 . 387 


b Users 


36 


”18.750 


3.320 



Table 35 b. 



in & Table °^ a Variance Applied to Data Presented Above 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


d.f . 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 
Leve 1 


. Total 


3817.083 


252 








Treat 


241.249 


_ l5_. , 


48.250 ~~~ 


3.333 




Factor 1 


54.650 


2 


27.325 


"1.887 


H NS 


Factor 2 


170 . 019 


r 1 


170.019 


11.744 


1 — — - Q1 — j 


1 Time s 2 


16.580 


2 


8.290 


. 573 




Re sid . 


3575-834 


247 


14.477 
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Table 35c. 



Duncan Multiple Range Test 
Above in Table 35 a. 



Applied to Data Presented 



Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 


me an 


3 


- Mean 


5 


2.726* 


2 . 372 


Me an 


3 


- Mean 


i 4 


2.454* 


2 . 335 


Mean 


3 


- Mean 


6 


1 . 074 


2 . 290 


Me an 


3 


- Mean 


2 


. 713 


2.229 


Me an 


3 


- Mean 


1 


.640 


2.139 


Mean 


1 


- Mean 


5 


2.086 


2 . 335 


Me an 


1 


- Mean 


4 


1 . 814 


2 . 290 


Mean 


1 


- Mean 


6 


. 434 


2.229 


Mean 


1 


- Mean 


2 


. 078 


2.139 


Me an 


2 


- Mean 


IT 


2.008 


2 . 290 


Mean 


2 


- Mean 


4 


1.736 


2.229 


Mean 


2 


- Mean 


5 


.356 


2.139 


Mean 


6 


- Mean 


5 


1.652 


2.229 


Mean 


6 


- Mean 


4 


1.380 


2.139 


Mean 


4 


- Mean 


5 


.272 


2.139 



esSP-r&'Z* if L r : 

pected" e fr° bSerVed i f th?°So 

to be litt?e qU ;" C Li S H he ®^ pected equal cell N number, there appears 

uSon rejection i? k 7 this K fc f st ca ™°t be applied. * Further, 
tvoe IT f e™i * becomes obvious that we are considering here a 
11 error > i.e., failing to show a statistically significant 

GiJen r th?^ SUCh * J-n fact, exists among the total population. 

? fc f i latter consideration, and having established through 
JJ®, a PP licati °n of a Chi Square test that the differences among 

Sdiarl aafficient ly great to yield a significant Chi 

’tm/ fe JJ appropriate to use the Duncan Multiple Range 
This practice will be followed in future applications of 
the test, although it will not be mentioned specifically aglinf 

is a JignifiSant e »ffJonn t Si^ te that r w bl le with regard to marijuana there 

the sJxfs in ?pL„ S «? P d±f i ^f nCes there is no difference between 
cne sexes in terms of age of first use. As is indicated bv an 

amSnff n ?H i0n ° f the Duncan Multiple Range Tests, the only difference 
among the groups with respect to the age at which subjects first 
used marijuana is between the female users and the female hippies 
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ifc 1 f somewhat surprising to make note of the uniformity 

St h Si5SJc , 2^SSctrb^tii; ok 

for considerable error JariSnc e ra Sf cond ““h^Stoid 0 -*** 1 *? 8 ® ocounts 

female hippies. This would qnnpar ™ cL - LG users and the 

of the supposition that for ftt^to^e JSSjT.lthS’S* 1 ” 

“‘i»« »*. and Sender 

r: i ~EI?^a s r^x“^ 5Xi ^ s ^ s ^«- ,,:;£ * s ^5* , 2r-ssLLS*K' i " 

a "mean°of JS? 2 s^andLd^vLtLH? perhapf b^w^hT ^ 
tage of the population starting to use^arijuana at a ^ P < f rcan " 

eVer ^ ?Lt eX t a hiS a ^° n ° f th J distributions^hemseives'indicates™ - 
several^sub jects ^report ing^inltial^^ Ve ^ f eWed di ^ribution/with 

early 30s. ° Again however this Wlth marl J uana in their 

cussing at this point since this^-f 1 £ntC aPP ? a Cl 0 be worth dis- 
use at the time the data were collected and the stafcus of dru S 

they were collected That i «, a d th manner in which 

their late 20s 30s* 40s t] ? ere are individuals in 

drugs 3 the drug users in 'this J G * Wh ° US f ^ arl j ua na and other 
4 -v,^ • s users m this study were matched for aep wn-h 

group , P Sith S only e a fe^exceptionf^ & relatlvel y y° un g age 
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Table 36a. Frequency of Reported Marijuana Use Among Study 
Respondents. J 



I 




Every 

Day 


& Times/ 
Week 


3-5 Times/ 
Week 


1-2 Times/ 
Week 


3 Times/ 
Month 


Once a 
Month 


H 


M 


13 

26% 


3 

6%. 


10 

20% 


15 

30% 


4 

8% 


2 

4 % 


F 


17 

34% 


2 

4% 


9 

18% 


12 

24% 


4 

8% 


5 

10% 


W 


M 


15 

30% 


3 

6% 


10 

20% 


13 

26% 


7 

14% 


2 

4% 


F 


10 

20% 

T," 


0 

0% 


18 

36% 


13 

26% 


5 

10% 


3 

6% 


U 


M 


4 

8% 


2 

4% 


- 5 - 

10% 


9 

18 % 


7 

14% 


23 

46% 


F 


1 

2% 


0 

0% 


3 

6% 


12 

24% 


10 

20% 


24 

48% 


Totals 


60 

20% 


10 

3% 


55 

18 % 


TT 

25% 


37 

12% 


59 

20% 



Table 36b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 36a. 







Frequently 
(Every Day - 
3-5 Times/Week) 


Occasionally 
(1-2 Times/Week - 
Once a Month) 


H 


M 


0 = 26.00 
E = 19.92 


0 = 21.00 
E = 27-08 


F 


O = 28.00 
E = 20.76 


O = 21.00 
E = 28.24 


W 


M 


0 = 28.00 
E = 21.19 


0 = 22.00 
E = 28.81 


F 


0 = 28.00 
E = 20.76 


0 = 21.00 
E = 28.24 


U 


M 


0 = 11.00 1 
E = 21.19 


0 = 39.00 
E = 28.81 


F 


0 = 4". 00 

E = 21.19 


0 = 46.00 
E = 28.81 



Chi Square = 48.4755 for 5 d.f. 

p< . 01 



_ <-v. As ^ Wl11 be seen from an inspection of Table 36 above, more 

hippies and weekenders report smoking marijuana with fairly 
high frequency than would be expected, while the reverse is true 
among the non hippies. Fifty-five percent of the hippie groups 
use marijuana three to five times a week or more, whereas only 
15% use marijuana this frequently among the users. The differences 
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in patterns of use are quite striking. The female users are 
clearly not very freqUent users. In fact 48* of them smoke once 
a month, and another 44* smoke approximately once a week As 
has already been seen, the female users begin narlluanl use at 
?hlt i ate ? ase - together these findings sn|geS 

£ i he fe ? ale asers ln our sample, marijuana does not oc- 
cupy a major role. Among the male users, almost one out of four 

^ arl J aana th ree to five times a week or more, although again 
the majority use it with considerably less frequency. 

The data which deal with the issue of whether marijuana 
smoking is a relatively solitary activity or a group activity are 
presented below in Table 37. p dre 



Table 37a. Numbers of Individuals with Whom Respondents Report 
Typically Smoking Marijuana. 







Alone 


With 

One 

Person 


Small 

Group 


Large 

Group 


Other 


H 


M 


2 

4* 


10 

20* 


21 

42* 


5 

10* 


15* 




F 


6 


11 


“25 — 


3 


| 






12* 


22 % 


52* 


6* 


6 % 




M 


6 


10 


27 


2 


5 


W 




12* 


20* 


54* 


4* 


10* 




F 


I 


\ a 


32 


5 








2* 


16* 


64* 


10* 


6 % 




M 


2 


9 


33 


3 




U 




4* 


18* 


66* 


6* 


6* 




F 


0 


7 


38 


4 


1 






0* 


14* 


76* 


8* 


2* 


Totals 


17 


55 


177 


22 


23 






6* 


18* 


59* 


7* 


8* 
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Table 37b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 37a. 





Alone or with 
One Person 


Small or 
Large Group 


H 


M 


0 = 12.00 
E = 10.10 


0 = 26.00 
E = 27.90 


P 


0 = 17.00 

E = 12.22 


0 = 29.00 

E = 33.78 


W 


M 


0 = 16.00 
E = 11.96 


0 = 29.00 

E = 33.04 


P 


0 * 9.00 

E = 12.22 


0 = 37.00 

E = 33.78 


U 


M 


0 = 11.00 
E = 12.49 


0 = 36,00 
E = 34.51 


P 


r 0 = 7.00 

E = 13.02 


0 = 42.00 
E = 35.98 1 



Chi Square = 10.0831 for 5 d.f. 
NS 



As will be noted from an inspection of Table 37b, the calcu- 
lated value of Chi Square falls far short of statistical signifi- 
cance . Thus, there are no significant departures from expected 
cell frequencies, i.e., there are no discernable differences among the 
groups. What is particularly interesting here is the finding & 
that by far the greatest proportion (. 66 %) of all subjects smoking 
marijuana report that they smoke in a group setting; marijuana 
smoking tends not to be a solitary act, nor an act shaped with 
only one other (23%). 



Subjects were asked whether they had ever sold marijuana. 
Responses to this question are presented below, in Table 38. 




72 



Table 38a. 



Number of Subjects 
Sold, Marijuana. 



Reporting Having Sold, 



or Not 





Yes 


No 




M 


30 


17 


H 


60 ? 


34$ 


F 


26 


24 






52$ 


48$ 




M 


24 


~2E 


W 


48$ 


52$ 


F 


15 


34 




X 


30$ 


68$ 




M 


r l6 


31 


U 


32$ 


62 $ 




8 — 


4l 




r 


16$ 


82$ 


Totals 


L19 

40$ 


L73 
58$ I 



Table 38 b. 



Results of Chi Square Analysis 
Presented Above in Table 38 a. 



Applied to Data 





Yes 


No 


H 


M 


0 = 30.00 

E = 19.15 


0 = 17.00 
E = 27.85 


F 


O = 26.00 
E = 20.38 


0 = 24 . 00 
E = 29.62 


W 


M 


O = 24.00 
E = 20.38 


0 = 26.00 
E = 29.62 


F 


fo = 15.00 
E - 19.97 


0 = 34.00 
E = 29.03 


U 


M 


0 = 16.00 
E = 19.15 


0 = 31.00 
E = 27.85 


F 


O = 8. 00 

E = 19.97 


0 = 41.00 
E = 29.03 



Chi Square = 29.1453 for 5 d.f. 

p< .001 



As will be noted from an inspection of Table 38 b there is 
n ^ ghly significant difference shown by the value of the Chi 

ls 1 apparent that a far greater number of the hippies, 
and of the weekender males, sell marijuana than would be expectec 
The reverse isirue for weekender females and for the user groups 
espite the statistical difference," it is to be noted that all 
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t r h r\%:° UipS d K ® n ®^ ge . f n ." sell:in g" ~ i.e., approximately one-fourth 
of the users had "dealt." It is interesting to note that the fe- 
male users do less selling than any other group, a finding which 
supports the impression that they are not very heavily involved 
in the marijuana scene. 



The responses to a question asking 
not they turn other people on to marij 
below in Table 39. 



respondents whether or 
uana are presented below 



Table 39a. Number of Respondents Reporting Turning Others on to 
Marijuana. 





Yes 


No 


H 


M 


44 

88% 


3 

656 


F 


43 

86 % 


7 

14% 


W 


M 


~ 4i 
8 2 % 


9 

18 % 


F 


38 

76* 


11 

22% 


U 


M 


26 

52 % 


21 

42% 


F 


25 

50 % 


25 

50% 


Totals 


217 

72% 


76 

25% 



Table 39b. Results of Chi. Square Analysis Applied to lata 
Presented Above in Table 





Yes 


No 


H 


M 


O = 44.00 
E * 34.81 


O = 3.00 

E = 12.19 


F 


0 = 43.00 
E = 37.03 


O = 7.00 

E = 12.97 


W 


M 


0 = 41.00 
E = 37.03 


O = 9.00 

E = 12.97 


F 


“6 = 38.00 
E - 36.29 


O = 11.00 
E = 12.71 


U 

- - - .1 


M 


0 = 26.00 
E = 34.81 


O = 21.00 
E - 12.19 


F 


0 “ 25.00 
E = 37.03 


O = 25.00 
E = 12.97 



Chi Square = 38.6797 for 5 d.f. 

p< .001 
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a relat^ve^^relte^prODSrtLn",,? 11 ^ 1 ^- 10 " ° f Tables 39 a and » , 
turn others^on than „SS?d £e exoSoteS" Sh??i% S h and " ea ?;" a ^3 

do°turn^other r people^on ^L'VnLTo^l 

"drug freak" as the onty 
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At the inception of the study it was expected that the 
hippie groups would be drug proselyti2ers , while the same would 

?^ t 4 C>e J trUe ° f the users who were expected to be more covert in 
their drug-related behavior. Thus, a question asking whether 
the people turned on were generally previous users or not was 
expected to elicit considerably different response patterns among 
these groups. The actual data are presented below in Table 4o 



Table 40 . 



Responses to the Question: ''Among the people you've 

turned on, were they generally previous users or not?" 





Yes 


No 


Both 


H 


M 


68% 


6 

12% 


5 ~ 
10% 


F 


■k2 

84% 


3 

6% 


0 " 
0% 


W 


M 


3^ 

68% 


6 

12% 


2 

4% 


F 


32 

64% 


6 

12% 


0 

0% 


U 


M 


22 

44% 


5 

10% 


0 

0% 


P 


23 

46% 


3 

6%i 


0 

0% 


Totals 
__J 


Lfi7 

62 % 


29 

10% 


7 

2% 



m vi A „2 nl Sc l uare analysis performed on the data presented in 
Tabie 4° yielded a value of 2.8041 for five degrees of freedom - 
a decidedly non-significant value of Chi Square. That is, approxi- 
® qulvalent proportions of respondents in all groups report 
° n only Previous users, or neophytes as the case 

1 , Seems that the vast majority of people turned on by 
marijuana smokers are other marijuana smokers, rather than the 
uninitiated. This tends to dispel the popular image of the active 
pusher of marijuana who in effect forces others to become i n - 
voived. Rather, it seems that marijuana smoking is a shared ac- 
tivity among groups of previous smokers. 

Subjects were asked how much they usually spent for mari- 
in^Table^l 00 ^^ * Responses to this question are tabulated below 
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Table 4la. Amounts Usually Spent per Month for Marijuana, as 
Reported by the Various Study Groups , 





None 


Less 

Than 

$5 


$5-10 


$11-20 


$21-50 


More . 

Than 

$50 




M 


18 


8 ~ 




12 


3 


0 


H 




36% 


16 % 


16 % 


24% 


6% 


0% 


F 


29 


5 


3 


6 


3 


2 




p 


58 % 


10% 


6% 


12% 


6% 


4% 




M 


17 


9 


9 


7 


5 


3 


W 




34# 


18% 


18% 


14% 


10% 


6% 


T? 


29 


2 


9 ' 


6 


3 


0 






58% 


4% 


18 % 


12 % 


6% 


0% 




M 


p 23 


10 


8 ' 


3 


2 


2 


U 


Vi 


46% 


20% 


16% 


6% 


4% 


4% 




r 35 


r 7 


1 


5 


2 


0 




JP 


70% 


14% 


2% 


10% 


4% 


0% 


Tn +*. ole: 


151 


“4i 


r 38 


39 


TB ' 


7 






50% 


14% 


13% 


13% 


6 % 


2% 



Table 4lb. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above, in Table 4la. 





None 


Less Than 
. __ $10 


More Than 
$1 0 


H 


M 


0 = Id. 00 
E - 25.17 


0 = 16.00 
E = 13.17 


0 = 15.00 
E = 10.67 


F 


0 = 29.00 
E = 24.65 


0 = 8.00 
E = 12.90 


0 = 11.00 
E ■ 10.45 


W 


M 


O' - 17.00 
E = 25.68 


0 = 18.00 
E = 13.44 


0 = 15.00 
E = 10.88 


F 


0 * 29.00 
E * 25.17 


0 = 11.00 
E « 13.17 


0 = 9.00 
E = 10.67 


U 


M 


0 * 23.00 
E = 24.65 


0 = 18.00 
E = 12.90 


O = 7.00 

E = 10.45 


F 


6 * 35.00 
E * 25.68 


0 = 8.00 
E • 13.44 


0 = 7.00 
E = 10.88 



Chi Square « 24.5433 for 10 d.f. 

p< . 01 



In reviewing the data presented in Table 4lb, it would seem 
i:hat the significant Chi Square value arises largely from a 
difference among the sexes, i.e., a greater proportion of the 
women than would be expected obtain marijuana free, women's 
liberation to the contrary! Otherwise, the patterns across the 
table are relatively uniform. It is interesting to note that 
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Table 43a. Number of Subjects Reporting Current or Previous Use 
of Hashish . 





Use Now 


Have Us'ed 
But Not Now 




M 


^2 


1 6 


H 




84$ 


12$ 




P 


40 


— 






80$ 


12$ 




M 


41 


3 


w 




82$ 


6$ 




P 


35 


zj 






70$ 


8$ 




M 


23 


10 


U 




46$ 


20$ 


} 


F 


24 


14 






48$ 


28$ 


Totals 


205 


43 






68$ 


14$ 



Table 43b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 43a. 





Use Now 


Have Used 
3ut Not Now 


H 


M 


0 « 42.00 
E = 39.68 


0 = 6.00 
E = 8.32 


P 


0 = 4o.oo 

E = 38.02 


0 = 6.00 
E = 7.98 


W 


M 


0 = 41.00 
E = 36.37 


0 = 3.00 

E = 7.63 


F 


O = 35.00 
E = 32.24 


0 = 4.00 

E = 6.76 


u 


M 


0 = 23.00 
E = 27.28 


0 = 10.00 
E = 5.72 


F 


0 = 24.00 
E = 31.41 


0 = 14.00 
E = 6.59 



Chi Square = 20.0941 for 5 d.f. 
p< . 01 



As will be noted from the above data, the vast majority ( 82 $) 
of drug-using respondents report current or prior use of hashish. 
The significant Chi Square result suggests that a greater number 
of hippies and weekenders than would be expected use hashish the 
converse being true among the users, and that a greater number 
than would be expected of the users terminated their earlier use 
of the substance ; i.e., the users are over-represented in the 
have used, but not now' 1 category. 
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-i m ?? r f^ iew f n S the "order of exposure" data presented below, 
in Table 44 ^ it is apparent that as marijuana is relatively con* 

f irst or second drug to which subjects are exposed, 
hashish is most generally the second or third drug to which thev 
' exposed. J 



Table 44. Order of Exposure to Hashish Among the Study Subjects. 







1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


1 


M 


1 


30 


9 


2 


2 


1 


1 


0 


0 


H 




2% 


60% 


18% 


4% 


4% 


?% 


2% 


0% 


0% 




F 


1 


24 


10 


3 


1 


0 


0 


0 


1 






2% 


48% 


20% 


6% 


2% 


0% 


0% 


0% 


2% 




M 


0 


32 


5 


5 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


w 




056 


64% 


10% 


10% 


0% 


2% 


0% 


0% 


0% 




F 


4 


27 


4 


1 


2 


(1 


0 


0 — 


r 1 




X 1 


8% 


54% 


8% 


2% 


4% 


0% 


0% 


0% 


2% 




M 


r 2 


19 


r 3 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


u 




4% 


38% 


6% 


2% 


0% 


0% 


0% 


0% 


0% 




F 


6 


21 


5 


i 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 




X 


12% 


42% 


10% 


2 % 


0% 


0% 


0% 


0 % 


0% 


Tot ^ 1 c- 


14 


153 


36 


13 


5 


2 


1 


0 


2 


— 




5 % 


51% 


12% 


4 % 


2% 


1% 


0% 


0 % 


1% 



Subjects were questioned as to their current or previous use 
res P onses to this question are presented below 
in Table 45. No Chi Square analysis was performed because of the 
excessively small size of some of the cell Ns. 



Table 45. Number of Subjects Reporting Current or Past Use of 
Mescalin. 






Use Now 


Have Used 
But Not Now 




M 


20 


10 


H 




40% 


20 % 


rn 


l8 


5 




r 


36% 


10 % 




M 


16 


11 


W 




32% 


22 % 


P 


12 


5 






24% 


10 % 




M 


7 


3 


U 


IX 


14% 


6% 


p 


1 

2% 


E 

12% 


Totals 


74 

25% 


40 

13% 



79 
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m , . minority of study subjects (38%) use or have used mescalin, 

figure ranges from a high of 53% among the hippies to 44% 
among the weekenders to only 17% among the users. 

In terms of order of exposure to mescalin, the data are 
presented below, in Table 46. * 



Table 46. Reported Order of Exposure to Mescalin. 







1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 




M 


2 


2 


5 


3 


b 


7 


1 


0 


2 


H 




4 % 


4 % 


10% 


6% 


12% 


14% 


2% 


0% 


4% 




F 


0 


1 


4 


3 


5 


1 


4 


1 


0 






0% 


2% 


8% 


6% 


10% 


2% 


8% 


2% 


0% 




M 


2 


0 


”4" 


5 


5 


3 


r 4 


1 


0 


W 




4 % 


0% 


8% 


10% 


10% 


6% 


8% 


2% 


0% 




F 


0 


0 


3 


6 


4 


2 


1 


0 


0 






0% 


0% 


6% 


12% 


8% 


4% 


2% 


0% 


0% 




M 


0 


1 


3 


2 


1 


1 


2 


0 


0 


U 




0% 


2% 


6% 


4% 


2% 


2% 


4% 


0% 


0% 




F 


0 


0 


1 


3 


2 


1 


0 


0 


0 






0% 


0% 


2% 


6% 


4% 


2% 


0% 


0% 


0% 


Totals 


4 


“4 


20 


22 


23 


15 


12 


2 


2 1 




1% 


1% 


7% 


7 % 


8% 


5 % 


4% 


1% 


1% 



As may be seen from an inspection of Table 46 the 
order of exposure to mescalin is fairly well dispersed 
ranging from first to ninth. 



reported 
i .e . , 



Subjects were asked whether or not they had used LSD. 

Responses to this question are presented below, in Table 47. No 
Ohi Square analysis was performed because of the small size of 
some cell entries. 

Table 47. Number of Subjects Reporting Current or Past Use of LSD. 







Use Now 


Have Used 
But Not Now 




M 


29 


8 


H 


58 % 


16% 


F 


23 

46% 


10 

20% 




M 


24 


11 


W 


48% 


22% 


P 


18 

36% 


5 

10% 




M 


9 


~5 


U 


18 % 


12% 


F 


1 

2% 


~4 

8% 


Totals 


104 

35% 


44 

15% 
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As will be noted from an inspection of Table 47, more of 
the hippies and the weekenders, and fewer of the users report 
either past or current use of LSD. Within the various groups this 

f an fn^ from 70% among the hippies, to 58 % amohg the weekenders, 
to 20% among the users. 

In terms of order of exposure, as is shown below In Table 48 
only one person reports having been exposed first to' LSD. ’ 



Table 48. Reported Order of Exposure to LSD Among the Study Subjects 







1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 




M 


0 


2 


9 


14 


4 


0 


1 


1 


1 


H 


0 % 


4% 


18 % 


28 % 


8 % 


0 % 


2 % 


2 % 


2 % 




P 


0 


4 


8 


8 


4 


4 


0 


0 


0 






0 % 


8 % 


16 % 


16 % 


8% 


8% 


0% 


0% 


0% 




M 


0 


6 


id 


5 


~E~ 


5 


0 


1 


0 


W 


0% 


12% 


20% 


10% 


12% 


10% 


0% 


2% 


c % 




F 


1 


3 


9 


3 


3 


2 


0 


1 


0 






2% 


6% 


18 % 


6% 


6% 


4% 


0% 


2% 


0% 




M 


0 


1 


4 


4 


4 


1 


0 


1 


0 


U 


0% 


2% 


8% 


8% 


8% 


2% 


0% 


2% 


0% 




P 


0 


1 


3 


0 


l 


0 


0 


0 


0 






0% 


2% 


6% 


0% 


2% 


0% 


0% 


0% 


0% 


Totals 


1 


17 


~^3 


34 


22 


12 


1 


4 


1 






0% 


6% 


14% 


11% 


7% 


4% 


0% 


1% 


0% 



It would seem that, for most subjects, LSD was the third, 
fourth or fifth drug used. 



Subjects were asked whether or not they used, or had used, 
heroin. Responses to this question are presented below, in Table 49 . 

Table 49. Number of Subjects Reporting Current or Past Use of Heroin 





Use Now 


Have Used 
3ut Not Now 




M 


4 


7 


H 




8 % 


14% 


P 


3 


8 






6 % 


16 % 




M 


T 


9 


w 




8 % 


18 % 




P 


3 


4 






6 % 


8 % 




M 


2 


4 


u 




4% 


8 % 




p 


0 


2 






0 % 


4% 


Totals 


16 


34 






5 % 


11 % 
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No Chi Square analysis of these data was possible because of 
the small size of some of the cell frequencies 4 

Q<r twenty-two percent of the hippies, 20 # of the weekenders and 
o% of the users are current or previous users of heroin. Of par- 
ticular interest is the finding that a majority of subjects from 
all groups report having discontinued use. The reasons for ter- 
mination of use are discussed later in this section. 

. m fata regarding the use of DMT, DET, STP, are presented below. 
In Table 50. Again, no Chi Square analysis was possible because 
of small cell entries. 



Table 50. Reported Use of DMT, DET, STP. 





Use Now 


1 Have Used 
But Not Now 




M 


13 


15 


H 


26# 


30# 


Tp 


tf 


12 




r 


16 # 


24# 




M 


10 


13 


W 


20# 


26# 


P 


7 

14 # 


7 

14# 


U 


M 


3 

6# 


n 

8# 


P 


1 

2# 


5 

12# 


Totals 


42 

14# 


57 

19# 



Thirty— three percent of all subjects report that they use 
or have used these substances. This ranges from a high of 48# 
among the hippies, to 37# among the weekenders, to a low of 14# 
among the users. There seems to be a sex difference, i.e., more 
of* the men 3 proportionately 9 than women 5 use these substances. 

The data relating to barbiturate usage are presented below. 
ln Table 51. * 




82 



Table 51 . 



Reported Current or Prior Use of Barbiturates. 





Use Now 


Have Used 
But Not Now 




M 


~“4 


19 


H 




82 


382 




F 


4 


9 






8% 


182 




M 


6 


12 


W 




12 % 


242 




F 


ts 


iS 






16 % 


16 % 




M 


~ 2 


4 


u 




4% 


82 




F 


“ cr~~ i 


3 






0 % 


62 


Tot; 


als 


27j 


55 






8 % 


182 



Twenty— six percent of all subjects report current or prior 
use of barbiturates, ranging from a high of slightly over a third 
among both the hippies and weekenders, to a low of nine percent 
among the users. Aside from the vastly different rate of current 
and prior usage among the hippies and weekenders on tho one hand 
as contrasted with the users on the other, the data presented 
above show one other interesting characteristic of barbiturate 
usage. That is, whereas 182 of all subjects report prior use of 
s . 1 ' only eight percent of all subjects report current 
use. This phenomenon is preserved among nearly all groups i.e. 
over twice as many report prior usage as report current usage. 



Data relating to methadrine 
Table 52 . 



usage are presented below. 



in 



Table 52 . 



Reported Current and Prior Use of Methadrine. 





Use Now 


Have Used 
But Not Now 




M 


B ' 


15 


H 




162 


302 


F 


3 


14 




JL 


6 % 


28 % 




M 


10 


11 


w 




202 


22 % 


F 


6 


7 






122 


142 


U 


M 


2 

42 


3 

62 


F 


0 


3 






02 


62 


Totals 


29 

102 


53 

182 
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Twenty-seven percent of all subjects report methadrine use; 
among hippies 40% report such usage , 34% of the weekenders report 
methadrine use, and among users, only eight percent make such report. 
Thus, a far greater number of hippies and weekenders of both sexes 
use or have used methadrine than is the case among the users . 

There appears, in addition, to be a sex difference, i.e., a greater 
number of males use methadrine than do females. It is interesting 
to note, in light of adverse publicity that had been given metha- 
drine at the time of the study (e.g., "Speed kills"), that approxi- 
mately twice as many subjects report prior usage as report cu r ’ent 
use. Whether this may be attributed specifically to the campaign 
against methadrine is impossible to determine V & 



The data pertaining to use of other amphetamines is presented 
below, in Table 53. 



Table 53- Number of Subjects Reporting Current or Prior Use of 
"Other Amphetamines." 





Use Now 


Have Used 
3ut Not Now 




M 


11 


HT 


H 


rl 


22% 


36% 


F 


5 


15 






10% 


30% 




M 


11 


14 


W 


i/i 


22% 


28% 


F 


11 


7 






22% 


14% 


U 


M 


4 

8% 


5 

10% 


F 


5 


5 






10% 


10% 


Totals 


48 

16% 


66 

22% 



As will be noted from an inspection of Table 53, a greater 
number of hippies (49%) and weekenders (43%) report amphetamine 
usage than do the users (19%). Still, one out of five of the users 
use now' or "have used" amphetamines other than methadrine. It 
is interesting to note again that a greater number of subjects 
report discontinued use of "other amphetamines" than report current 
use ; again, this may reflect the reaction to. growing information 
as to the possible deleterious effects of amphetamine usage. 

Finally, subjects were asked whether they use , or had used, 
opium or cocaine. Responses to this question are shown below, in* 
Table 54, * 
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Table 54. 



Number of Subjects in the Various Groups Reporting 
Current or Prior Use of Opium or Cocaine. 





Use Now 


Have Used 
3ut Not Now 




TWT 


14 


17 


H 


M 


28% 


34% 


T? 


12 


9 




r 


24% 


18 % 




tut 


6 


14 


W 




12% 


28% 




8 


6 




P 


16% 


12% 




TUT 


3 


7 


U 




6% 


14% 




1 


E 




P 


2% 


12% 


Totals 


44 

15% 


59 

20% 



Again, as we have come to expect, a relatively greater number 
of the hippies ( 52 %) and weekenders (33%) report use of opium and 
cocaine than do users (17%). This does appear to be a sex-linked 
phenomenon, in that a seemingly smaller proportion of females re- 
port such usage than do males. Again, more subjects report termi- 
nation of use than report current use of the drug. 

It will have been noted that the “order of exposure" data 
for the last several substances have been omitted. This is because 
there is wide dispersion of reported orders of exposure, ranging for 
every drug between second and ninth. This being the case, there 
seems little point in presenting each of the "order of exposure" 
tables separately. 

In reviewing the data presented immediately above, it is 
clear that more of the hippies use all drugs than do any other 
group, followed by the weekenders, and trailed by the users. Among 
the majority of users drugs other than marijuana and hashish are 
not used by more than one in five. The mean age of the users is 

22, and the mean age for first marijuana use is about 19- This 

means that among these particular subjects who have been using mari- 
juana for about three years, in the vast majority of instances drug 
use has not "progressed" to substances other than marijuana. 

There is a tendency for more of the males in all of the 
groups to report the use of many drugs. Finally, there does appear 
to be a tendency for many of the respondents to have terminated use 

of what have become known as the "dangerous" drugs. In fact, as 

is shown below in Table 55, an appreciable number of the respondents 
report that there are drugs that they would not use again. 



Ta'- 1 - 55a. 



Numbe. of Subjects Reporting that There Are Drugs 
that They Would Not Use Again. 





Yes 


No 




M 


30 


18 


H 


60% 


36% 


V 


26 


23 




JD 


52% 


46% 




M 


24 


26 


W 


48% 


52% 


F 


19 


30" 




38% 


60 % 




M 


6 


27 


U 


16% 


54% 




16 


30 




X 1 


325? 


60 % 


Totals 


1'23 

4l% 


15^ 

51% 



Table 55b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above , in Table 55a. 





Yes 


No 


H 


M 


d = 30.00 
E = 21.31 


0 » 18.00 
E * 26.69 


F 


" 0 = 26.00 

E = 21.76 


0 » 23.00 

E = 27.24 


W 


M 


0 = 24.00 
E = 22.20 


0 = 26.00 
E = 27.80 


F 


0 = 19.00 

E = 21.76 


0 = 30.00 
E = 27.24 


U 


M 


0 = 8.00 
E ■ 15.54 


d = 27.00 

E = 19.46 


F 


0 = 16.00 
E = 20.43 


0 » 30.00 
E = 25.57 



Chi Square = 17.0525 for 5 d.f. 

p< .01 



As will be noted, approximately 4l% of all respondents indi- 
cate that there are drugs that they would not use again. The 
results of the Chi Square analysis indicate that the proportion 
is higher among the hippies and weekenders. Apparently, in their 
wider use of drugs the hippies and weekenders are more apt than 
the users to have had "bad” experiences with, or to have satis- 
fied their curiosity about, various substances. 



O 

ERIC 



86 



- 78 - 



Subjects were asked which one drug other than marijuana they 
like most. Answers to this question are tabulated below, in 
Table 56. 



Table 56 a. Responses to Questions Asking Subjects Which Drug Other 
than Marijuana They Like the Most. 





None 


Hashish 


Peyote 


LSD 


Heroin 


DMT 

DET 

STP 


Barbi- 

turates 


yietha- 

drine 


Other 

Amphet- 

amines 


Opium 

Cocaine 




M 


0 


17 


5 


21 


1 


2 


0 


0 


1 


1 


H 




0? 


34? 


10? 


42? 


2 % 


4? 


0? 


0% 


! 2 ? 


2? 




F 


0 


18 


6 


11 


3 


0 


1 


6 


2 


4 






0 % 


36? 


12? 


22? 


6 % 


0? 


2? 


0? 


4? 


8? 




M 


1 


19 


8^ 


8 


1 


1 


13 


"~3 


3 


2 


w 


rl 


2? 


38? 


16? 


16? 


2 % 


2? 


0% 


6? 


6? 


4? 




2 


21 


3 


10 


1 


0 


0 


K i 


i 


1 




r 


4? 


42? 


6? 


20? 


2? 


0? 


0? 


2? 


2% 


2? 




M 


8 


16 


3 


3 


0 


1 


1 


6 


0 


0 


u 


rl 


16 ? 


32? 


6? 


6? 


0? 


2? 


2? 


0? 


_0? 


0? 


F 


17 


20 


1 


3 


0 


0 


1 


i 


1 


2 






34? 


40? 


2? 


6? 


0? 


0? 


2? 


2 ? 


2 % 


4? 


Totals 


28 

9 ? 


Ill 

37? 


26 ^ 

9% 


56 

19% 


6 

2? 


4 

1? 


3 

1? 


5 

2? 


8 

_3? 


10 





Table 56 b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 56a. 





Hashish 


Peyote 
or LSD 


H 


M 


0 = 17.00 
E = 24.73 


0 = 26.00 
E = 18.27 


F 


0 = 18.00 
E = 20.13 


0 = 17 ". 00 " 
E = 14.87 


W 


M 


0 = 19-00 
E = 20.13 


0 = 16.00 
E = 14.87 


P 


0 = 21.00 
E = 19.55 


0 » 13.00 
E ® 14.45 


U 


M 


0 = 16.00 
E = 12.65 


~~ 0 ~^ 6.00 
E = 9-35 


P 


0 = 20.00 
E = 13.80 


0 = T .00 

E - 10.20 



Chi Square = 15*2507 for 5 d.f. 

p< . 01 
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As is evident in the above tables, by far the most universally 
popular "other drug" is hashish. Among the male hippies, however, 
th" one other most popular drug is LSD. It is interesting to note 
that approximately one-quarter of the users indicate that they 
like no other drug "most" - apparently they are marijuana users 
exclusively. This is more evident among the female users, a third 
of whom indicate no other drug preference, than among the males. 

Presented below, in Table 57, are data arising from the ques- 
tion: "Have you ever sold drugs other than marijuana?" 



Table 57a. Number of Subjects Reporting that They Had, or Had 
Not, Ever Sold Drugs Other than Marijuana. 





Yes 


No 


H 


M 


20 

405? 


28 

56% 


F 


15 

30% 


31 

62 % 


W 


M 


21 

425? 


24 

485? 


F 


10 

20% 


2# 

56% 


u 


M 


6 

12 % 


TB 

365? 


F 


3 

6 % 


2iS 

56% 


Totals 


75 

25% 


L57 

525? 



Table 57b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data Pre- 
sented Above in Table 57a. 





Yes 


No 




M 


0 = 20.00 
E = 15-52 


0 = 28.00 
E = 32.48 


F 


0 - 15.00 
E = 14.87 


0 = 31.00 
E = 31.13 


W 


M 


0 = 21.00 
E « 14.55 


0= 24.00 
E = 30.45 


F 


0 = 10.00 
E = 12.28 


0 = 28.00 
E = 25.72 


u 


M 


0 = 6 .00 
E = 7-76 


0 = 18.66 
E = 16.24 


F 


0 = 3.00 
E = 10.02 


~0"“= 28.00 
E = 20.98 



Chi Square = 14.6312 for 5 d.f. 
P<<05 
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The majority of subjects within every group report that they 
do not sell other drugs; those who do sell are more likely to be 
male than female. Par fewer of the subjects report having sold 
drugs other than marijuana than report selling marijuana. That 
is* while 40% of the respondents report having sold marijuana, only 
25% report having sold other drugs. 

Subjects were asked whether or not they had turned on anyone 
to a drug other than marijuana. These data are presented below 
in Table 58 • y 



Table 58a. Number of Subjects Reporting Turning Others on to 
Drugs Other than Marijuana. 





Yes 


No 


H 


M 


35 

78% 


9 

18 % 


P 


32 

64% 


11 

22% 


W 


M 


35 

70% 


9 

18 % 


P 


24 

48% 


11 

22% 


U 


M 


18 ' 

36% 


it 

32% 


P 


11 

22% 


20 

40% 


Totals 


L59 
_53 % 


76 

25% 



Table 58b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 58a. 





Yes 


No 


H 


M 


6 = 39.00 
E = 32.54 


0 = 9.00 

E = 15.46 


P 


6 = 32.00 
E = 29.15 


0 = 11.00 
E = 13.85 


W 


M 


0 = 35.00 
E = 29.83 


0 = 9.00 

E = 14.17 


F 


0 = 24.00 
E = 23.73 


0 = 11.66 
E = 11.27 


U 


M 


0 = 19.60 
E = 23-73 


0 = 16.00 
E = 11.27 


F 


0 = 11.00 
L = 21.02 


0 = 20.00 
E = 9.98 



Chi Square = 25.3858 for 5 d.f. 
P< .001 
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Fifty three percent of all subjects report having turned 
°” to drugs other than marijuana. As might be°expected, 
the hippies report such behavior more frequently than do the week- 
enders who, in turn, report turning others on more often than do 
the users. Still, almost one-third of all users report having 
turned others on to drugs other than marijuana. Eighty-five percent 
of those who report turning on others report having turned on only 
Pr ^ V ^£ US usersi twelve percent report having turned on neophytes: 
and three percent report having turned on both. From this, one 
hardly gathers the picture of the active proselytizer or pusher of 
various dangerous 1 ' drugs on to innocent others. 

The hippies and weekenders were asked whether or not they had 
already been using the drugs they had listed prior to coming to the 

i^ Ppie ^ commun ity. Approximately two-fifths of the hippies, 
d slightly over one-half of the weekenders indicate that they had 
Since in the aggregate, over half at least expanded their drug 
£{J® S at ; e ™?_ after moving either permanently or sporadically to 
iTT?-i? aSt .^ llla S e , it would seem that exposure to the general 
Village" drug scene expands individual horizons in this regard. 
J?*£ e ?I][ a1 :? ifc seems that the greater availability of drugs coupled 
C i£ Sel ? related Phenomenon of proximity of others who use, 
maximizes the chances that a person will become a drug user. 

Subjects were asked what drugs they had begun to use after 
coming to the East Village. The most frequently mentioned drugs 
are LSD; hashish; peyote; marijuana; DMT, DET, or STP; and opium 
and cocaine, in that order of frequency. 

or Si SCU ^ S J° n of drugs thus far has focused on a description 

P th f ^ ypes ° r dru gs used, the order of exposure to drugs, and 
lected aspects of interpersonal behavior as related to drug 
use, per se. What follows is a general discussion of the circum- 
stances preceding and accompanying the initial use of a drug. 

nT , 1r , T , S ^ bJa P t ? w ? r< : * sked from what source they had heard about drugs, 

P fah°i t^ e ^ r initial ingestion. The responses to this question 
are tabulated below in Table 59. 
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Table 59. Reported Sources of information about Drugs by Subjects. 





School 


Church 


News- 

paper 


Tele- 

vision 


Maga- 

zine 


Public 

Lecture 


Discussion 
with 
Friends 
Who Had 
Used 


Discussion 
with 
Friends 
Who Had 
Not Used 


Other 




M 


11 


5 


21 


14 


25 


6 


37 


21 


10 


H 




22% 


10% 


42% 


28% 


50% 


12% 


7^% 


42% 


20% 




P 


12 


5 


20 


10 


19 


3 


39 


15 


5 






24% 


10% 


40% 


20% 


38% 


6% 


78% 


30% 


10% 




M 


11 


3 


14 


13 


19 


5 


37 


IB 


2 


w 




22% 


6% 


28% 


26% 


38% 


10% 


74% 


36% 


4% 




P 


10 


3 


11 


6 


14 


1 


32 


11 


2 






20% 


6% 


22% 


12% 


28% 


2% 


64% 


22% 


4% 




M 


12 


3 


19 


13 


20 


5 


32 


20 


ii 


U j 




24% 


6% 


38% 


26% 


40% 


16 % 


64% 


40% 


22% 




P 


13 


3 


15 


11 


16 


l 


31 


16 


I 






26% 


6% 


30% 


22% 


32% 


2% 


62% 


32% 


2% 


Totals 


&9 


22 


loo 


67 


L13 


2M 


208 


101 


31 






23% 


7% 


33% 


22% 


38% 


8% 


69% 


33% 


10% | 



A Chi Square analysis of these data yielded a non-significant 
Chi Square (9.1939 for 30 degrees of freedom). By far the most 
frequently reported (69%) source of information is "discussion 
with friends who had taken the drug." Approximately one— third 
of the respondents report as sources of information newspapers, 
magazine articles, and friends who had not taken the drug. 
Approximately one-quarter report school or television as a source 
of information. Less than one— tenth report church, public lec- 
tures, or ‘'other" as a source of information. Of these, "church" 
is reported least frequently. These data are important in that 
they underscore the importance of peers as the carriers of in- 
formation and norms. This suggests, in turn, that any program 
aimed at educating adolescents about drug use and/or abuse should 
include peers, and peer group discussion. 

A number of questions attempted to establish the subject's 
state of mind Just before, or at the time when, the first drug 
was taken. The first question was: "Just before you took your 

first illegitimate drug, how would you describe your frame of 
mind? Subjects could respond to this item in terms of a four 
point scale ranging from "miserable," to "on top of the world." 

The responses to this question are tabulated below, in Table 60. 
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Table 60 a . Subjects' Descriptions of Their Frame of Mind" Just 
Before laking Their First Illegitimate Drug. 







Miserable 

Many 

Problems 


Fairly Good 
Some 

Problems 


Feeling 

Good 


"On Top 
of the 
World" 


Other 




M 


5 


21 


13 


3 


7 


H 




10 % 


42% 


26 % 


6 % 


14% 




P j 


7 


25 


13 


1 


4 






14 % 


50% 


26% 


2% 


8% 




M 


u 


25 


15 


4 


2 


W 




8 /o 


50% 


30% 


8% 


4% 




F 


5 


28 


12 


2 


1 






10 % 


56% 


24% 


4% 


2% 




M 


6 


16 


22 


3 


2 


U 




12% 


32% 


44% 


6% 


4% 




F 


2 


21 


26 


1 


o 






4% 


42% 


52% 


2% 


0% 


Totals 


29 


136 


101 


14 


16 






10% 


45% 


34% 


5% 


5% 



Table 60 b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 60 a. 





Problems 


Feeling 
Good or Great 


H 


M 


0 = 26.00 
E - 24.75 


0 = 16.00 
E = 17.25 


F 


0 = 32.00 
E = 27.11 


0 = 14.00 
E = 18.89 


W 


M 


0 = 29-00 
E = 28.29 


0 = 19.00 
E = 19.71 


F 


0 = 33-00 
E = 27-70 


0 = 14.00 
E = 19.30 


u 


M 


0 = 22.00 
E = 27.70 


0 = 25.00 

E = 19.30 


F 


0 = 23.00 

E = 29.46 


0 = 27.00 

E ■ 20.54 



Chi Square = 11.1263 for 5 d.f. 
p< .05 



As will be noted from an Inspection of Table 60, only a rela- 
tively small minority felt ‘miserable" at the time of their first 
illegitimite drug use - about ten percent. However,, the fact that 
55% indicated that they were either "miserable" or that they felt 
fairly good, but (with) some problems," particularly when taken in 
the context of the next response category, “feeling good,'* suggests 
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in this regard. As will be noted, the responses were dichotomized, 
in terms of "miserable" or "fairly good," on the one hand, or 
"■feeling good" or "on tojD of the world," on the other. While more 
of the "hippies" and "weekenders" than would be expected respond 
in the troubled categories, fewer of the users give such responses, 
more of them than would.be expected reporting in the less troubled 
response categories. On the other hand, the presence of "some 
problems" is fairly typical for most people, and while it may be 
true that initial drug use is not antedated by a feeling of euphoria, 
it is questionable whether it is antedated by feelings of utter 
misery. In other words, the popular, and to some extent the pro- 
fessional, image of the subjectively deeply troubled individual who 
turns to drugs for solace and solution is not supported by these data. 

SubjectB were asked the nature of their problems when they 
first took an illegal drug. Responses to this question are tabu- 
lated below in Table 6l. 



Table 6 1. Respondents’ Descriptions of "Problems" When First 
Took an illegal drug. 



O 

ERLC 







Feelings' of. 
Detachment ' 
From 
Society 


j - - 

Feelings <3f 
Inf eriority 


.IDif fiodlty 
Making 
Decisions 


Lack ,r»f 
Meaning- 
fulness 


Lack- of 
Direction 
In Life 




M 


26 


5 


8 


19 


TB 


H 




52% 


10% 


16% 


38% 


36% 




F 


30 


10 


7 


17 


14 






60% 


20% 


14% 


34% 


28% 




M 


1 29 


V 


b 


12 


11 


w 




58% 


14% 


12% 


24% 


22% 




F 


30 


b 


7 


12 


^ 11 






60 % 


12% 


14% 


24% 


22% 




M 


21 


10 


7 


13 


12 


U 




42% 


20% 


14 % 


26% 


24% 




F 


12 


5 


g 


8 


8 






24% 


10% 


18 % 


16 % 


16 % 






14S 


T3 


44 


~~8T~ 


74 


Totals 


49% 


14% 


14% 


27% 


M* , „ 







Lack of 
Attachment 
To One 
Person 


Feelings of 
Hostility 
To Others 


Feelings 
Of Futility 
In Material 
Rewards 


Psychiatric 

Illness 


Physical 

Illness 


Other 




M 


14 ~ 


5 


5 


4 


1 


9 


H 




28% 


10% 


10% 


8% 


2% 


18% 




F 


13 


6 


j ■ 5 


~4 


1 


9 






26% 


12% 


10% 


8% 


2% 


18 % 




M 


7 


4 


4 


0 


2 


4 — 


W 




14% 


8% 


8% 


0% 


4% 


8% 




F 


11 


5 


5 


I 


0 


4 






22% 


10% 


10% 


2% 


0% 


8% 




M 


12 


11 


5 


5 


0 


7 


U 




24% 


22% 


10% 


10% 


0% 


14% 


F 


11 


£ 


1 


3 


1 


5 






22% 


12% 


2% 


6% | 


2% 


10% 






08 


37 


2b 


17 


5 


3b 


Totals 


22K 
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As will be noted from an inspection of Table 61, by far the 
greatest proportion of respondents (^956) indicate that they had 
problems involving ‘feelings of detachment from society” at the 
time when they took their first drug. Approximately one-quarter 
of the respondents report problems relating to ‘lack of meaning- 
fulness, lack of direction in life, • and lack of attachment to 
one person.' Approximately one— tenth of the respondents indicate 
that they had problems relating to ^feelings of hostility in con- 
tact with other people..- ' feelings of futility in terms of material 
rewards , ” -feelings of inferiority,’ and difficulty in making 
decisions . ” 

It would seem that subjectively the primary problems at the 
time of first illegal drug use were those relating to general 
feelings of rootlessness, meaninglessness, detachment, etc. - 
a generalized feeling of alienation. This appears to be true of 
all groups: the Chi Square analysis yielded a Chi Square equal to 

25.20^8 for 35 degrees of freedom, which falls far short of an 
acceptable level of significance. 

Subjects were asked whether they were aware of any crisis in 
their life at the time they first decided to take an illegal drug. 

A tabulation of responses to this question, regarding a number of 
life areas, is presented below, in Tables 62 through 73. 



Table 62# Subjects Reporting a Crisis in Life Relating to 
School Difficulties. 





Yes 


No 


Does 

Not 

Apply 


H 


M 


16 

32? 


20 

H0% 


12 

2H% 


F 


17 

34* 


21 

H2% 


9 

1856 


W 


M 


16 

32 % 


22 


10 

2056 


F 


12 1 
2H% 


27 

5 ^% 


6 

1256 


u 


M 


11 

22% 


30 
6 0 % 


8 

1656 


F 


10 

20% 


26 

52% 


1^1 

2856 


Totals 


82 

27 % 


PT6 

W 


59 

20 % 
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Table 63 * 



Table 64. 
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Reported Crisis in Life Relating to Job Trouble or Loss. 





Yes 


No 


Does 

Not 

Apply. 


5 

H 


M 


4 

8% 


21 

42% 


22 

44% 


F 


1 

2% 


20 

40% 


23 

46% 


W 


H 


7 

14% 


20 

40% 


19 

38% 


F 


2 1 
4% 


24 H 
48% 


17 

34% 


u 


M 


3 

6% 


25 

50% 


19 

38% 


F 


5 

10% 


26 

52% 


17 

34% 


Totals 


22 

7% 


136 

45% 


117 

39% 



Reported Crisis Relating to Disappointment in 
Friendship or Love. 





Yes 


No 


Do os 
Not 

Apply 


H 


M 


11 

22% 


26 

52% 


11 

22% 


F 


12 

24% 


24 

48% 


8 

16 % 


W 


M 


10 

20% 


24 

48% 


11 

22% 


F 


8 

16 % 


31 

62% 


4 

8% 


U 


M 


9 

18 % 


32 

64% 


8 

16 % 


F 


=T CO 
H CM 


31 “ 
62% 


5 

10% 


Totals 


21 % 


168 

56% 


47 

16 % 
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Table 65 . Reported Crisis in Life Relating to Emotional Problems* 
Feelings of Sadness or Tension. 





Yes 


No 


Does 

Not 

Apply 


H 


M 


20 

40 % 


19 

38% 


9 

18% 


F 


24 

48% 


17 

34% 


5 

10% 


W 


M 


22 

44% 


16 

32% 


8 

16% 


F 


24 

48% 


17 

34% 


4 

8% 


U 


M 


17 

34% 


27 

54% 


5 

10% 


F 


20 

40% 


23 

46% 


5 

10% 


Totals 


127 

42% 


119 

40% 


36 

12% 



Table 66. A Crisis Relating to Difficulties with the Law 





Yes 


No 

J 


Does 

Not 

frppJ-y- 


H 


M 


—Z~' 

12% 


32 

64% 


10 

20 % 


F 


4 

8% 


29 

58% 


11 

22 % 


W 


M 


7 I 
14% 


29 

58% 


9 

18% 


F 


5 

10% 


31 “i 
62% 


7 

14% 


U 


M 


2 

4% 


40 

80% 


6~ 

12% 


F 


1 

2% 


-<1 u> 

Jr -d 


11 

22% 


Tot 


als 


25 

8% 


198 

66% 


54 

18% 
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Table 67a. Reported Inability to Get Along with Own Family. 





Yes 


No 


Does 

Not 

Apply 


H 


M 


17 

34% 


23 

46% 


16 % 


F 


21 

42% 


17 

34% 


7 

14% 


W 


M 


20 

40% 


20 

40% 


7 

14% 


F 


23 

46% 


20 

40% 


3 

6 % 


u 


M 


l4 

28 % 


30 

60 % 


5 

10 % 


F 


12 

24% 


33 

66 % 


5 

10 % 


Totals 


L07 

36% 


P"3 

48% 


35 

12 % 



Table 67b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 67a. 





Yes 


No 


H 


M 


0 = 17.00 
E ■ 17.12 


0 = 23.00 
E = 22.88 


F 


0 = 21.00 
E = 16.26 


0 = 17.00 
E = 21.74 


w 


M 


0 = 20.00 
E = 17.12 


0 = 20.00 
E * 22.88 


F 


0 = 23.00 1 
E = 18.40 


0 = 20 . 00 “ 
E = 24.60 


U 


M 


0 = 14.00 
E * 18.83 


0 = 30.00 
E = 25.17 


F 


0 = 12.00 
E » 19.26 


0 = 33.00 
E = 25.74 



Chi Square = 12.2179 for 5 d.f. 
p< • 05 
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Table 68. Serious Physical Illness or Injury. 





Yes 


No 


Does 

Not 

Apply 


H 


M 


2 

4% 


34 

68% 


10 

20% 


F 


0 

0% 


28 

56$ 


16 

32% 


W 


M 


2 

4% 


31 

62 % 


11 

22% 


F 


0 

0 % 


36 

72 % 


6 

12% 


u 


M 


0 

0 % 


41 

82% 


6 

12% 


F 


2 

k%0 


40 

80% 


8 

16% 


Totals 


6 

2% 


210 

70% 


57 

19% 



Table 69 . Reported Crisis Relating to Serious Mental Disorder. 





Yes 


No 


Does 

Not 

Apply 


H 


M 


2 

4% 


34 

68% 


10 

20 % 


F 


1 

2% 


28 

56% 


15 

30 % 


W 


M 


1 

2% 


30 

60 % 


13 

26 % 


F 


3 

6% 


35 

70% 


5 

10 % 


u 


M 


3 

6% 


39 

78% 


6 

12% 


F 


1 

2% 


42 

84% 


7 

14% 


Totals 


11 

4% 


208 

69 % 


56 

19% 
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Table 70. Reported Problems Relating to Sexual Difficulties, 
Fears _ or Bad Experience. 





Yes 


No 


Does 

Not 

Apgly 


H 


M 


12 

24% 


2b 

56% 


16 % 


F 


5 

10% 


26 

52% 


13 

26 % 


W 


M 


5 

10% 


29 

58% 


10 

20% 


F 


12 

24% 


31 

62% 


2 

4% 


U 


M 


— 5 — 
12% 


36 

72% 


5 

10% 


F 


11 

22% 


31 

62% 


6 

16 % 


Totals 


51 

17% 


181 

60% 


46 

15% 



Table 71. Inability to Find a "Fit'' in Society. 





Yes 


No 


Does 

Not 

apply 


H 


M 


21 

42% 


18 

36% 


6 

12% 


F 


17 

34% 


20 

40% 


8 

l6% 


W 


M 


15 

30% 


24 

48% 


6 

12% 


F 


l8 

36% 


23 

46% 


3 

6% 


U 


M 


15 

30% 


30 

60 % 


4 

8% 


F 


11 

22% 


30 

60% 


9 

l8% 


Totals 


97 

32% 


FT5 

48% 


36 

12% 
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Table 72. A Crisis Relating to Upheaval in the Family, such as 
Divorce, Illness Death, Drastic Financial Setback. 





Yes 


No 


Does 

Not 

A££l£ 


H 


M 


5 

10% 


3"2 

6455 


10 

2056 


F 


5 

10% 


2h 

52 % 


14 

2856 


W 


M 


7 

l4% 


29 

5856 


9 

18% 


F 


— 4 — 

855 


3^4 

6856 


5 

10% 


U 


M 


6 

12 % 


34 

6856 


7 

l4% 


F 


4 

856 


36 

72 % 


9 

18 % 


Totals 


31 

1055 


191 

6456 


54 

18 % 



Table 73. A Crisis Relating to Alcoholism or Drug Addiction 
Among Family Members and/or Self. 





Yes 


No 


Does 

Not 

Apply 






3 


27 


12 


H 


M 


655 


5455 


Z u % 




1 


22 


13 




F 


2% 


44% 


26% 






2 


26 


10 


W 


M 


4% 


5256 


20% 




2 


33 


6 




F 


456 


6656 


12% 






0 


40 1 


6 


U 


M 


0% 


8056 


12% 




0 


36 


12 




F 


0% 


72% 


24% 








l84 


59 


Totals 


3% 


6156 


20% 
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Inspection of Tables 62 through 73 shows that k2% of the 
subjects report crises related to emotional problems, feelings of 
sadness or tension; 35# of subjects report inability to get along 
with their own families; and 32% of respondents report an inability 
to find a "fit" in society. It seems then, that for those respon- 
dents who perceive themselves as having some problems ;i the problems 
are essentially grounded In feelings of generalized tension and 
malaise about their own functioning or in their relationships With 
others, either family or the broader society. 

It Is interesting to note that there is no difference between the 
groups with respect to any of the problems listed, except in the 
case of inability to get along with one's own family. The male and 
female users report fewer instances of an inability to get along with 
their families than do the other groups. Thus, at least in terms 
of subjective report, it seems that while the hippies and weekend- 
ers are more likely to see themselves as having problems, the type 
of problems reported do not discriminate between groups. In other 
words, a hippie is more likely to report that he has "some problems' 1 
than is a user, but the type of problems they report are common 
to both, except that the hippie is more likely to feel that he 
cannot get along with his family. 

These data taken together with the large number of subjects 
(27/0 reporting difficulties relating to school, are similar to 
the clinical experiences of Center for Community Research staff 
who have been Involved In therapeutic drug programs. In other 
words, the problems mentioned most frequently are exactly those 
which are subscribed to by study subjects. In our experience 
continued drug use is often associated with an inability to find 
anything relevant to relate to at home, in school, or in the society 
at large. These adolescents tend to see all institutions, whether 
school, family, or society at large, as a "hassle.' 1 Most fre- 
quently they report feelings of sadness and tension which are re- 
lated to their inability to function well with regard to any of 
these major institutions. 

Subjects were asked to name the person whom they most wanted 
to think well of them at the time of first drug use. The responses 
to this question are tabulated below, in Table 7*t. 
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Table 74a. Frequency with Which Subjects Report Having Wanted 

Each of the Specified People to Think Well of Them 
at the Time of the Initial Drug Ingestion. 





Mother 


Father 


Spouse 


Other JGirl-Friend 1 
Relat ive!Soy-Friend 


ther 
cr.r ' ? 

Friend 


Other 


H 


M 


2 

4 % 


1 

: 


0 

0 % 


6% 


T_r 

26% 


IT 

24% 


11 

22% 


F 


4“ 

8% 


0 

0 % 


2 

'4% 


0 

0 % 


24 

48% 


8 

16 % 


6 

12% 


W 


M 


5 

10% 


0 

0 % 


2 

4% 


3 

6% 


20 

40% 


8 

16 % 


7 

14% 


F 


1 

2 % 


2 

4 % 


0 

0/5 


3 

6% 


2B 

52% 


9 

l8% 


5 

10% 


U 


M 


6 

12 % 


6 

12% 


2 

4% 


0 

0% 


11 

22% 


5 

10% 


1 

2% 


F 


3 

6% 


4 

8 % 


3 

8% 


3 

6% 


2tr 

52% 


6 

12% 


0 

0% 


Totals 


21 

7% 


13 

’• Cf 

K ,0 


9 

3% 


~4%. 


120 

40% 


48 

16 % 


30 

10% 



The responses were dichotomized., for the application of 
Chi Square analysis. This was accomplished by distinguishing 
between relatives and friends. 



Table 74b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above 5 in Table 74a. 





Relative 


Friend 


H 


M 


~ 0 = 6.00 
E = 9.26 


0 « 36.00 
E = 32.74 


F 


~ 0 ^ 6 Vo" o' ' 

E = 9.70 


0 = 38.00“ 
E = 34.30 


W 


M 


0 = 10.00 
E = 9-92 


0 = 35.00 

E = 35.08 


F 


"0“^ 6 . 00 
E = 10.14 


0 = 40.00' 
E = 35.86 


U 


M 


0 = 12.00 
E = 6.39 


0 = 17.00 

E = 22.61 


F 


0 = 16.00 
E = 10.58 


0 = 32.60 
E = 37.42 



Chi Square = 15.3176 for 5 d.f. 

p< . 01 
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As will be noted from an inspection of Table 74b, the hippies 
and weekenders report more frequently than might be expected that 
the person most important in the current context is a non-relative. 
The users are more likely than the hippies and weekenders to re- 
port that the opinion of a relative is most important to them. 
Nevertheless > even among the users, the opinions of friends are 
more important in almost twice as many instances as are the opinions 
of relatives. This merely substantiates the well known fact that 
for most people the importance of their parents as the central 
force in their lives diminishes during adolescence. Also these 
data support other data, reported above ^ which suggest that drug 
use is a peer gro^ap phenomenon. These data are;, however. also sup- 
portive of findings reported above which suggest that there is a 
grpater feeling of solidarity and less animosity among the families 
of users than among the families of the hippie groups. 

Presented below in Table 75 are data dealing with attitudes 
of the most important 1, person at the time of initial ingestion. 

Table 75a. Reported Attitude Toward Drug Abuse Held by the Most 
Important Person at the Time of Initial Ingestion. 





Favorable 


Unfavorable 


No 

Opinion 


Don't 

Know 


Not 

Applicable 




ivt 


24 


T 


6 


7 


4 


H 


l v i 


w 


62 


122 


142 


82 


T? 


28 


6 


3 


4 


2 






562 


122 


62 


82 


42 




M 


29 


*n — ' — | 


5 


4 


1 


W 


l v i 


582 


82 


102 


82 


22 


T? 


38 


3 


2 


3 


0 




r 


76 % 


62 


42 


62 


02 




1YA 


15 


12 


3 


1 


0 


u 


rl 


302 


242 


62 


22 


02 


T~\ 


23 


12 


7 


2 


' ■ 0 




r 


482 


242 


142 


42 


02 


Totals 


lW 

532 


40 

132 


26 

92 


21 

72 


7 

22 
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Table 75b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above, in Table 75a. 





Favorable 


Unfavorable 


Don 1 1 Know 


H 


M 


0 = 24.00 
E = 25.90 


0 = 3.00 
E = 6.56 


0 = 13.00 

E = 7-54 


F 


0 = 2b. 00 
E = 26.55 


0 = 6.00 
E = 6.72 


0 = 7-00 
E = 7.73 


W 


M 


0 = 29.00 
E ^ 27.20 


0 = 4.00 

E = 6.89 


0 = 9.00 
E = 7.92 


F 


0 = 3«.00 
E = 29-79 


0 = 3-00 
E = 7.54 


0 = 5.00 
E = 8.67 


U 


M 


0 = 15.00 
E = 20.07 


0 = 12.00 
E = 5.08 


0 - 4.00 

E = 5.84 


F 


0 = 24.00“ 
E = 28.49 


0 = 12.00 
E = 7.21 


~ 0 ~^ F.00 

E = 8.30 



Chi Square = 29 .4546 for 10 d.f. 

p< . 01 



As will be noted from the above tables, over half ( 62 %) of 
the respondents report that the person most important to them at 
the time of initial drug use was either favorable toward the drug 
or had no opinion about it. In only 13% of the cases did this 
most important person register an unfavorable attitude. The source 
of the greatest contribution to the significant Chi Square value 
comes from the difference between observed and expected frequencies 
regarding unfavorable attitudes reported by the users. That is, users 
in some instances have used drugs despite the disapprobation of 
relatives and peers. Nevertheless, these data again underline the im- 
portance of peers to the initiation and maintenance of various 
forms of drug behavior. 

Related to this^ three-quarters of the respondents indicate 
that they "loved 1 ' or " liked the person who introduced them to 
their first illegal drug. Only nine percent report indifference 
to this person, and one percent report dislike. Similarly, over 
one-third state that they 'admire " and “respect" the person who 
introduced them to their first drug. Related also to this is the 
finding that on the average, respondents had known this person 
approximately two years ; this figure is constant across all groups. 
Thus again, it would seem that the individuals who initiated the 
respondents to drug use were well known and important; they were 
individuals of consequence to the respondents. 

It seems clear that the influence and role of peers on drug 
use cannot be over emphasized. This is true in terms of sources 
of information about the drug., in terms of from whom, or with whom, 
the initial drug is obtained or ingested^ and implicitly, in terms 
of the decision to engage in a first drug experience . 
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What follows is a final subsection of this Drug Section dealing 
with respondents' descriptions of the effects of their first drug 
experience 5 their feelings about the properties of the various drugs, 
and their orientation toward, and the circumstances attendant upon, 
termination of drug use. 

First, subjects were asked to describe their reactions to their 
first drug experience. The responses to this question are presented 
below, in Table 76 . 

Table 76 . Reactions to First Drug Experience, as Reported by 
Different Subject Groups. 
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Sense 
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24 
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3 
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23 
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17 
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F 


31 
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7 
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23 
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19 
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9 
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3 
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20 

40% 
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10 
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!" 
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15 ! 10 

30 % ; 20% 


7 

14% 


P 

i 


“28 ! 8 H 

56 % ! 16 % 


22 
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1 
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9 
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16 


2 
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16 % 


26% 
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11 
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3 


3 
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11 
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I 

j 
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6% 
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0% 
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M 
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8 


0 
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0% 
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11 
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i 




i6g 
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0% 
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5 


17 


2 
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10% 
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34% 


4% 


F 


1 12 


9 


1 5 1 


3 


5 


6 


16 


4 




1 x 


i 24% 
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! 10% 


6% 


10% 


12% 


1 32 % 1 


8% 


1 




! 72 
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; 27 


35 


31 
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11% ! 
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2% 1 




't tficr 



- 99 - 



£s will be noted from an examination of Table 76, a majority 
of the* respondents indicate that their first drug experience gave _ 
them enjoyment and pleasure. Slightly over 40$ indicate that their 
first experience resulted in enhanced visual, auditory and other 
sense perceptions. Related to this 34$ report unusual body sensa- 
tions and/or distortions. Approximately one-quarter of the subjects 
report heightened interaction with others, erotic or sensual re- 
actions, reactions involving self-exploration, a heightening of 
creative impulses or philosophical insights, or conversely, no 
effect at all. Approximately ten percent of the subjects found 
the experience threatening or frightening, or felt that the ex- 
perience was one of insanity. A Chi Square analysis of these data 
yielded a Chi Square of 60.5545 for 65 degrees of freedom, which 
is not statistically significant at an acceptable level. 

Subjects were asked to 

describe the properties of each of the more common drugs. The 
data relating to each of the substances were tabulated separately, 
and individual Chi Square tests applied. Not one of the Chi 
Square tests yielded a significant Chi Square value, so that it 
seems quite clear that the properties ascribed to each drug are 
the same regardless of group membership. The data are presented 
below in Tables 77 through 84. 
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Table 77. Frequency With Which Subjects Report Each of the Speci- 
fied Properties as Being Characteristic of Amphetamines. 
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15 
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17 
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26 
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M 
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34/ 


34* 


52/ 
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32 


— T4 


10 


19 


15 


29 


11 




F 
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28 / 


20 / 


38/ 
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58/ 
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i 




27 


14 


10 


22 


20 


21 
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M 
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44/ 
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23 


13 


9 
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20 


23 
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F 
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10 
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rease 

Creat- 

ivity 




M 


9 

18 / 


22 1 

44/ 


11 

22/ 
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11 
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H 
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4 
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6 
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34 
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11 

22/ 
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10/ 
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Table 78. Frequency with Which Subjects Report Each of the 
Specified Properties as Being Characteristic of 
Barbiturates . 
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26 


12 


12“ 


19 




16 


3 


5 T ■■ 


" 8 




P 


52% 


24% 


24% 


38% 


8% 


32% 


6% 


10% 


16% 
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24 


” 14 


14 


14 


6 


20 


7 


5 


8 


u • 


M 


48% 


28% 


28% 


28% 


12% 


40% 


14% 


10% 


16% 
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Table 79. Frequency with Which Subjects Report n ach of ^he specified 
Properties as Seing Characteristic of Marijuana/Hashish. 
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Table 80. Frequency with Which Subjects Report Each of the Specified 
Properties as Being Characteristic of LSD. 
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Table 8l. Frequency with Which Subjects Report Each of the Specified Properties 
As Being Characteristic of Alcohol . 
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Frequency with Which Subjects Report Each of the Speci 
fied Properties as Being Characteristic of Heroin, 
Opium, Ilorphine, or Cocaine. 
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Vff 


8 


TO 


15 


13 


10 


9 


w 


M 


16% 


36% 


30% 


26% 


20% 


18% 


in 


TO 


18 


10 


12 


8 


13 




r 


20% 


36% 


20% 


24% 


16% 


26% 




twt 


5 


“23 — 


11 


13 


8 


2 


TT 


lYL 


10% 


50% 


22% 


26% 


16% 


4% 


U 


T71 


g 


~7E 


T3 


TT 


9 


6 




r 


18% 


52% 


26% 


34% 


18% 


12% 


Tot 


als 


S5 

16% 


130" 

4 3% 


70 

23% 


86 

29% 


55 

18% 


45 

15% 



O 

ERIC 



112 



-106 



Table 83. Frequency with Which Subjects Report Each of the Specified 
Properties as Being Characteristic of Anti-depressants. 
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Frequency with V.’hlch Subjects Report Each of the 
Specified Properties as Being Ckarac teristic of 
Tranquilizers . 
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Not only is there consistency among all respondents as to 
tne properties of the various drugs, but there is also a marked 
ability to discriminate between drugs. This may be taken as evi- 
dence of a true "drug culture," in which those who are even mini- 
mally involved, in this instance, using marijuana only, are fully 
aware of the properties of virtually all of the substances available 
to the determined drug user. It would seem that these subjects 
are a discriminating audience in terms of knowledgeability about 
drug effects. 

In terms of properties ascribed to specific drugs, inspection 
of Tables 77 through 84 shows the following: 

1. Amphetamines: Drugs which are used prmarily to stay 

awake and to improve studying. In addition, they are 
used for kicks, to get high, and to satisfy curiosity 
about their effects. They are not primarily seen as 
drugs which increase creativity, intensify feelings, 
are an expression of social revolt, are helpful in the 
resolution of personal problems, facilitate sexual or 
social experience, or intensify perceptions. 

2. Barbiturates: Drugs which are used primarily to relieve 

tension. In addition, they are used for kicks, to get 
high, and to satisfy curiosity about their effects. They 
are not primarily seen as drugs which help to resolve 
personal problems, as an expression of social revolt, or 
as facilitators of social experience. 
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3- Marijuana, hashish: Drugs which are used primarily to 

to relieve tension, to intensify perceptions, to deepen 
self-awareness, to facilitate social and sexual experi- 
ence, to intensify feelings, and to increase creativity. 

In addition, they are used to get high and for kicks, 
because smoking is considered the '‘in" thing to do, to 
satisfy curiosity, and to express social rebellion. 

They are not seen as a solution to personal problems or 
as a means to improve thinking. As so many positive 
effects are attributed to the drug, it is not surprising 
that marijuana seems to be the ''drug of choice among 
our study respondents* 

4 . L SD and other psychedelics : Drugs which are used primarily 

to increase creativity, intensify feelings, deepen self- 
understanding, intensify perceptions, sharpen religious 
thought, and improve thinking. In addition, they are used 
as an expression of social rebellion, as an expression 
of the "in" thing to do, for kicks, to get high, and to 
satisfy curiosity about their effects. They are not used 
primarily to ease depression , to relieve tension, or to 
solve personal problems. As with marijuana, it is clear 
that the various properties attributed to the drug make 
it attractive to the user. 



5. Alcohol: Drug which is used primarily to relieve tension, 

to ease depression, and to facilitate social experience. 

It is alsr used to get high, for kicks, and as an expres- 
sion of the "in" thing to do. It is particularly inter- 
esting that unlike marijuana its use is not seen as an 
expression of social rebellion, nor is it seen as a drug 
which has the myriad of other effects attributed to mari- 
juana, e.g., intensification of feelings and perception, 
enhancement of creativity, etc. Moreover, even in terms 
of major effects attributed to alcohol, i.e., tension 
relief and social facilitation, more subjects attribute 
these effects to marijuana than to alcohol. 



6 . 



7 . 



ieroin, opium, morphine, cocaine: 



Drugs which are used 
Primarily to get" high and for kicks. In addition, they 
ire seen as drugs which relieve tension and ease depres- 
sion It is rather surprising to find that of all the 
irugs listed they are cited by more subjects than any 
other drug as helpful in the resolution of personal 
problems. They are not primarily used t< o intensify per- 
ception: or feelings, or to facilitate social or sexual 

experience . 



Anti-depressants : Drugs which are used 

ease depression and to relieve tension, 
they are used to get high and for kicks, 
primarily used to intensify perceptions 



primarily to 
In addition 
They are not 
or feelings. 
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to resolve personal problems, to facilitate social 
experience, to improve thinking or studying. 

8. Tranquilizers: Drug which are essentially used to 

relieve tension and to some extent depression. They 
are not used primarily for any other purpose. 



Subjects were asked to identify those drugs which had given 
them "bad trips." 



Table 85. Number and Percentage of Subjects Reporting "Bad Trips" 
from Each of the Specified Drugs. 
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As may be seen from an inspection of Table S c , the greatest num- 
ber of respondents report having had a '‘bad trip" * Tom LSD, followed 
by marijuana. It is perhaps more meaningful to note that whereas 
15% of all marijuana users have had "bad trips,” 36% of all those 
reporting current or prior use of LSD report having had "bad trips" 
with the substance. Similarly, 17% of those who have taken metha- 
drine or other amphetamines report having had "bad trips.” Although 
the cell entries are too. small to permit any meaningful application 
of the Chi Square analytic technique, a rough examination of the 
the cell entries indicates no particular pattern as a function of 
group membership. 

Apparently, experience is a bad teacher - or perhaps the 
experience itself was not sufficiently bad. In any event, 60% of 
those reporting “bad trips” indicate that they would use the par- 
ticular substance which had produced the "bad trip" againj as a 
matter of fact, 52% already had done so. The Chi Square values 
associated with these particular data are not significant - that is, 
distribution among the groups is approximately equal. 

Presented below in Tables 86 through 90, are the numbers of 
respondents who report having terminated use of a particular drug, 
and the specified reasons for having done so. 



Table 86. Reasons for Termination of Amphetamine Use. 
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Table 87. Reasons for Termination of Barbiturate Use, 
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Table 88. Reasons for Termination of Marijuana or Hashish Use 
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Table 89 . Reasons for Termination of LSD or Other Psychedelics Use 
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Table 90. Reasons for Termination of Heroin, Morphine, Opium or 
Cocaine Use. 
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In reviewing the 
to any analysis due to 
teresting to note that 
having stopped various 
is, ’in ehe five tables 
nated specific drug us 
most frequently report 
damage" (104 mentions 



above Tables, none of which was subjected^ 
the extremely small cell entries , it is in— 
the single most frequently given reason for 
forms of drug use is "lost Interest.' 1 That 
above, 122 individuals report having termi- 
e because of a loss of interest. The next 
ed category is that of "fear of physical 
d), followed by "bad trip" (54 mentioned). 



Drug use, as has already been seen. Is for many a question 
of satisfying curiosity about the drugs' effects. When this is 
a particularly strong motive, it seems likely that the drug activity 
will be dropped because of loss of interest. Fear of physical 
damage is apparently a deterrent for. some people, in relation to 
those drugs for which there is evidence of damage. This makes it 
particularly important that the evidence, if it is genuine, be 
well publicized. Bad trips are apparently not a very strong 
deterrent as has already been discussed. 



Subjects were asked to identify those drugs which they would 
not use agan. The responses to this question are tabulated below 
in Table 91. 



Table 91. Frequency with Which Respondents Report that They Would 
Not Again Use Specific Drugs . 
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[Mescalin) 


LSEt 


Teroiri 


DMT ] 
DET • 
STP 


Barbit- 
urates ' 


Metha- 
drine . 


Other 
Amphet- < 
amines 


Opium/ < 
Oocaine 

T 


Other 




M 


2 

4$ 


3 

6$ 


8 

16 % 


8 I 

±6% 


6 

12$ 


4 

8$ 


6 

12$ 


6 

12$ 


4 

8$ 


0 i 
0$ 


H 


F 


2 

4$ 


4 | 

8 % 


4 

8 % 


7 

14 $ 


4 

8$ 


4 

8$ 


7 

14$ 


6 

12$ 


1 

2$ 


1 

2$ 

it 


W 


M 


1 

2$ 


2 

4$ 


4 ' 

8 % 


9 

18 $ 


4 

8$ 


O 

b% 


10 

20$ 


6 

12$ 


3 

6$ 


4 

8$ 


F 


0 

0$ 


0 

0$ 


2 

4% 


2 

4$ 


0 

0$ 


5 

10$ 


4 

8$ 


4 

8$ 


3 

6$ 


0 

0$ 


u 


M 


0 

0$ 


1 

2 % 


4 

8 % 


2 

4$ 


0 

0$ 


2 

4$ 


2 

4$ 


3 

6$ 


1 

2 % 


1 

2% 


F 


CL 

3 

6$ 


1 

2% 


4 

8% 


1 

2% 


4 

8$ 


2 

4$ 


3 

6$ 


4 1 
8$ 


r 2 

4$ 

=; — ri 


3 

6$ 

r\ 


Tot 


als 


8 

3$ 


11 1 
4$ 


~28~ 

9% 


29 

10% 


18 

6$ 


20 

7$ 


32 

11$ 


29 

7$ 


14 

5$ 


9 

3% 


Total Using 
/Previously 
Jsing (From 
Tables 
43-54 ) 


248 


114 


L 4 8 


50 


99 


79 


82 


114 


1 103 


- 


% of Previ- 
ous Users 
longer 

FRICs 


3% 


9$ 


l8% 


58$ 


18 $ 


25$ 


39% 


25$ 


13$ 
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As may be seen from an inspection of Table 91, by far the 
greatest single category of drugs that would not be used again 
are the amphetamines , including methadrine (a total of 6l indi- 
viduals. or approximately 20% of the sample.) Approximately 10$ 
also indicate that they would not use heroin, or LSD again. These 
data are perhaps more meaningful when compared with "usage" data, 
presented earlier*. We find, in doing this, that the ratio of ter- 
mination to use is highest for heroin, followed by methadrine, 
other amphetamines, and the barbiturates. 

Subjects were asked why they had never used each of the drugs. 
By far the most popular response to this question is "not inter- 
ested or curious." This is followed closely by a fear of possible 
physical or mental damage, or a fear of genetic damage to future 
children. With regard to heroin, opium, and cocaine, these rea- 
sons were complemented by a fear of dependence and/or addiction. 

It is again interesting to note how important the "interest" factor 
is with respect to initial drug selection and use, as well as to 
continued use. 

Subjects were asked whether they intended to use any drugs 
they had not already tried. Responses to this question are pre- 
sented in Table 92 below. 



Table 92a. Reported Intentions to Use "New" Drugs. 





Yes 


No 


H 


M 


23 
4 6% 


25 

50% 


F 


31 

62 % 


16 

32% 


w 


M 


27 

5_4% 


22 

44% 


F 


36 

72 % 


11 

22% 


U 


M 


12 

24% 


34 

68% 


F 


7 

14% 


40 

78% 


Totals 


L36 

45% 


L48 

4.9% 
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Table 92b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Appplied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 92a. 



f 


Yes 


Kd 


H 


M 


0 = 23 - 00 * 
E = 22.99 


0 = 25.00 

S = 25.01 


P 


0 = 31-00 
E = 22.51 


0 = 16.00“ 
E = 24.49 


i 

! w 

i 


M 


0 = 27-00 
E = 23-46 


0 = 22 . 00 
E « 25-54 


P 


0 = . 56 .OO 

E » 22.51 


C - 11.00 
E = 24.49 


u 


M 


0 = 12.00 
I = 22.03 


0 = 34.00 
E - 23.97 


P 


'0 = 7.00 
E = 22.51. 


0 = 40.00 
E » 24.49 



Chi Square : 51.9563 for 5 d.f. 

.001 



As will be noted, almost half of the subjects indicate that they 
do intend to try drugs that are "new' 1 to them. As might be ex- 
pected in the light of previous data, the significant Chi Square 
value reflects the greater than expected frequency of those among 
the hippies and weekenders who plan to use additional Irugs , com- 
plemented by the lower than expected frequency among the users, 
only one-fifth of whom plan to try "new" drugs. In terms of the 
drugs which subjects intend to try, the most popular is peyote 
(N=42), followed by LSD (N*27)» opium and/or cocain (N«23), DMT, 
DET, STP (N=14) and heroin (N=12). The figure of four percent of^ 
the sample who express the intention to try heroin is consistent 
with the impression of many that heroin use is becoming more ac- 
ceptable to middle class adolescents. 



SUMMARY 

The major* findings reported in this section can be summarized 
as follows: 

1) The hippies use more drugs than any other group, followed 
by the weekenders, and trailed by the users. The la^er 
use primarily marijuana and hashish; relatively few of 
them are involved with any other drugs. It is important 
to note that the user group has been involved with mari- 
juana for three years, yet they have by and large not 
gone on to other drug use. 
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2) Drug use Is primarily a peer group phenomenon. Most 
drug users of all kinds are initiated into drug use 
by their close friends, they use marijuana in small groups 
of friends. The popular image of th - marijuana user as 
a pusher of drugs onto the uninitiated is not supported 
by these data. Most drug users learn about drugs from 
their friends, and the opinions of their friends are 
more important to them than the opinions of anyone else. 

Most of a drug user's friends are not anti-drug. 

3) Only ten percent of subjects report feeling "miserable" 
just prior ot their Initiation Into drug use. Another 
45$ state that they had some problem(s) at this time. The 
hippies and weekenders are more likely to see themselves 
as having problems than are the users. The o '■all impres- 
sion is that the majority of drug users do not jrn to 
drugs because of feelings of despair and misery. 

4) Among subjects who acknowledge problems prior to initial 

drug use, the most commonly reported problems are: feelings 

of detachment from society, lack of meaningfulness, lack 

of direction, and lack of attachment to one person. Peel- 
ings of sadness or tension, inability to get along with 
family, and problems in school are prevalent. These prob- 
lems are common to a - ! 1 drug users, i.e., no problem Is 
specific to a particular group. 

5) The majority of drug users report that their first drug 
experience, which is most typically with marijuana, was 
a pleasurable one. 

6) All drug users, whether they use a particular substance 
or not, show high agreement regarding the properties they 
attribute to the substance. In addition, they are well 
aware of differences between various substances. Mari- 
juana and hashish are ascribed more positivie attributes 
by more people than any other drug, including alcohol. 

7) Bad trips are reported by 15$ of marijuana users, and by 
36 % of LSD users. However, bad trips do not seem to be 
a very important deterrent in terms of further use. The 
most frequent reasons given for termination of use are 
"loss of interest" and "fear of physical damage." Since 
many drug users state that they try a particular drug 
out of curiosity about its effects, it seems that many 
terminate use once this curiosity has been satisfied. 

It seems also that in the case of those drugs where the 
possibility of physical damage has been clearly established 
and well publicized, fear of damage acts as a deterrent 
for some users . 



O 

ERIC 



1£3 



ALIENATION 



O 

ERIC 



124 



- 118 - 



C. Alienation : 

Alienation can be defined as a loss or a lack of relationship 
with the people, institutions, or values of the external society 
where some form of relationship is to be expected. With this in 
mind, what follows is a discussion of three major general areas of 
relatedness: family and friends, existing social institutions, and 

traditionally valued concepts such as work, future planning, etc. 

In other words, what follows is a discussion of alienation from 
three major mainstreams of everyday life. 



1. Family and Friends : 

Subjects were asked to characterize their relationships with 
their mothers in terms of amicability. Data bearing on this issue 
are presented below in Table 93. 



Table 93a. Mean Scores in Terms of Reported Amicability of Relation- 
ship with Mother (1 = extremely amicable). 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 




1 Hippies 


50 


2.820 


1.519 


Males 


2 Weekenders 


49" 


3.143 


1.212 


3 Users 


47 1 


2.745 


1.32b 




4 Non Users 


49 -I 


2.?lV 


1 . 161 




5 Hippies 


49 


'3.490 


1.500 


Females 


6 Weekenders 


50 


3 . 180 " 


1.465 


7 Users 


4b 


2.917 


l7605 




b Non Users 


50 


2.160 


I .302 



Table 93b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 93a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 
Level 


Total 


824.712 


391 








Treat 


54 .384 


7 


7.769 


3.87T" 




Factor 1 


34.942 


3 


11.647 1 


5.806 


.01 


Factor 2 


.590 


1 


.590 


.294 


NS 


~T Times 2 


TB7H52" 


3 


6.284 


3.133 1 


.05 


Res id. 


'770.328' 


"~3F4 


r 2 .006 
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Table 93c. Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to Data Presented 
in Table 93a. 



Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 


Mean 5 - Mean 8 1.330* 


.6 47 


Mean 5 - Mean -4 .776* 


.640 


Mean 5 - Mean 3 .74 5* 


.630 


Mean 5 - Mean 1 .670* 


.619 


Mean 5 - Mean 7 -573 


.604 


Mean 5 - Mean 2 .347 


.584 


Mean 5 - Mean 6 .310 


• 555 


Mean 6 - Mean 8 1.020* 


.640 


Mean 6 - Mean 4 .466 


.630 


lean 6 - Mean 3 -435 


.619 


Mean 6 - Mean 1 .360 


. 604 


Mean 6 - Mean 7 .263 


.554 


Mean 6 - Mean 2 .037 


o55 


Mean 2 - Mean 8 .983* 


.630 


fean 2 - Mean 4 .429 


.619 


Mean 2 - Mean 3 .398 


.604 


Mean 2 - Mean 1 .323 


.584 


Mean 2 - Mean 7 .226 


.555 


Mean 7 - Mean 8 .757* 


.619 


Mean 7 - Mean 4 .203 


.604 


Mean 7 - Mean 3 .172 


.584 


Mean 7 - Mean 1 .097 


.555 


Mean 1 - Mean 8 .660* 


.604 


Mean 1 - Mean 4 .106 


.584 


Mean 1 - Mean 3 .075 


.555 


Mean 3 - Mean 8 . 585 * 


.584 


Mean 3 - Mean 4 .031 


.555 


Mean 4 - Mean 8 .554 


.555 
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As will be noted from an examination of the above tables, sig- 
nificant differences do occur among groups, as does a significant 
interaction effect between factor I (groups, i.e., hippie, week- 
ender, user, and non user) and factor II (sex). The differences 
in groups stem from the less amicable feelings of all of the week- 
enders, female hippies and female users toward their mothers. The^ 
interaction effect arises from just this greater degree of hostility 
manifested by the female groups to their mothers. The only note- 
worthy exception is the ncn-user females, who see themselves as 
significantly closer to their mothers than does any other group. 

In fact, this is the only group whose mean scale position is in 
the very amicable' 1 category. The mean scale position of all of 
the other female groups and of the male weekenders tends to lie 
between the "somewhat amicable" and "neither amicable nor hostile" 
categories. Thus, the self-perceived relationship between these 
subjects and their mothers tends to be neither amicable nor hostile; 
rather it can be characterized as one of neutrality. 

Subjects were also asked to characterize their relationships 
with their mothers in terms of the degree of attachmen . They were 
asked to rate the degree of their attachment on a seven point scale 
ranging from "very strong attachment" to "complete detachment." 

The analyses of these data are presented in Table 94 below. 



Table 94a. Mean Scores in Terms of Reported Attachment of All 

Subjects to Their Mothers (1 = very strong attachment). 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


49 


1.204 


2.Q30 


2 Weekenders 


50 


3.400 


1.855 


3 Users 


49 


2.857' 


1.654 


4 Non Users 


49 


2.653 


1.333 


Females 


5 Hippies 


50 


3.320 


2.0341 


6 Weekenders 


48 


2.83b 


1.650 


7 Users 


50 


2.8401 


1.736" 


8 Non Users 


47 


1.979 


1.25F 



Table 94b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table ?4a. 

4 . 



Source 


Sum of 
Souares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 

7 pvpI 


Total 


1225.500 


391 








Treat 


69.193“ 


7 


9.365 


3.283 


L_^ru_— - : 


Factor 1 


50.081 


3 


16.694 1 


5.544 


. 01 


Factor 2 


7.498 


1 


7.496 ~ 


2 .490 


NS 


i Times 2 


11.614 


3 


3.871 . . 


1.286 


NS 


Res id. 


1156.307 


- alii . 


. 3.011 
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Table 94c. Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to Data Presented 
in Table 94a. 



I 

Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Signif icant 
Range 


Mean 


2 


— 


Me an 


8 


1.421* 


.793 


Mean 


2 


— 


Mean 


4 


.747 


. 784 


Mean 


2 




Mean 


6 


.567 


. 772 


Mean 


2 


— 


Mean 


7 


.560 


• 758 


Mean 


2 


— 


Mean 


3 


.543 


.740 


Mean 


2 


— 


Mean 


1 


.196 


.716 


Mean 


2 


- 


Mean 


5 


.080 


.680 


Mean 


c; 




Mean 


8 


1.341* 


.784 


Me an 


5 


— 


Mean 


4 


.667 


.772 


Mean 


5 


— 


Mean 


6 


.487 


• 758 


Mean 


5 


— 


Mean 


7 


.480 


.740 


Mean 


5 


— 


Mean 


3 


.463 


.716 


Mean 


5 


- 


Mean 


1 


.116 


.680 


Mean 


1 




Mean 


8 


1.225* 


.772 


Mean 


1 




Mean 


4 


• 551 


• 758 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


6 


.371 


.740 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


7 


.364 


.716 


Mean 


1 


- 


Mean 


3 


• 347 


.680 


Mean 


3 


_ 


Mean 


8 


. 878 * 


.758 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


4 


.204 


.740 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


6 


.024 


.716 


Mean 


3 


- 


Mean 


7 


.017 


. 680 


Mean 


7 


mi0 


Mean 


8 


.861* 


.740 


Mean 


7 




Mean 


4 


. 187 


.716 


Mean 


7 


- 


Mean 


6 


.007 


.680 


Mean 


6 




Mean 


8 


.854* 


.716 


Mean 


6 


- 


Me an 


4 


.180 


. 680 


'■Mean 


4 


- 


Mean 


8 


.674 


.680 



i} 

It appears that the only significant difference along this 
dimension is between the female non users and all other groups. 

The female non users tend to report either '’very strong*' or 
''considerable 1 ' attachment. All other groups tend toward a mean 
score in the :: mild attachment" category. It is noteworthy, how- 
ever, that among the hippie groups, 4 5 % of the subjects report 
either "very strong" or "considerable" attachment to their mothers. 
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It seems that the popular image of the adolescent running away from 
home in hatred and anger to become a hippie, is not supported by the 
data . 



In terms of their relationship with their fathers, subjects 
were asked to characterize this relationship in terms of amicability. 
These data are presented below in Table 95. 



Table 95a. Mean Scores in Terms of Reported Amicability of Relation- 
ship with Father (1 = extremely amicable). 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


48 


3.125 


1.495 


2 Weekenders 


48 


3.500 


1.190 


3 Users 


47 


2.872 


1.525 


4 Non Users 


46 


2.76i 


1.4'92 


Females 


5 Hippies 


49 


13.163 


I .267 


.6 Weekenders 


50 


3.120 


77657 


’7 Users 


48 


"2.896" 


'1.558 


7 Non Users 


49 


2.122 


1.154] 



Table 95h. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented In Table 95a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Sauares 


D.F. 


Mean Sqaure 


F 


Significance Level 


Total 


831.855 


384 








Treat 


55. 2$3 


‘7 


7.698 


3.834 




Factor 1 


42.027 


3 


14.009 


7.801 


.01 


Factor 2 


5.647 


1 


5T5T? ’ 


57 7 4"l“ 


NS 


1 Times 2 


7 7.609 


‘3 


27536 


1.231 


NS 


Resid. 


776.572 


377 


27670 
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Table 95c. Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to Data Presented in 
Table 95a. 



Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 


Mean. 


2 


- 


Mean 


8 


1 . 378* 


.656 


Mean 


2 


- 


Mean 


4 


.739* 


.648 


Mean 


2 




Mean 


3 


.628 


.639 


Mean 


2 




Mean 


7 


.604 


.627 


Mean 


2 


- 


Mean 


6 


.380 


.612 


Mean 


2 


- 


Mean 


1 


.375 


.592 


Mean 


2 


- 


Mean 


5 


.337 


.563 


Mean 


5 


— 


Mean 


8 


1.041* 


.648 


Mean 


5 


- 


Mean 


4 


.402 


• 639 


Mean 


5 


- 


Me an 


3 


.291 


.621 


Mean 


5 


— 


Me an 


7 


.267 


.612 


Mean 


5 


— 


Mean 


6 


.043 


.592 


Mean 


5 


— 


Mean 


1 


.038 


.563 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


8 


1.003* 


• 639 


Mean 


1 


- 


Mean 


4 


.364 


.627 


Me an 


1 


- 


Mean 


3 


.253 


. 612 


Mean 


1 


- 


Mean 


7 


.229 


.592 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


6 


.055 


.563 . 


Mean 


6 




Mean 


8 


. 998 * 


.621 


Mean 


6 


- 


Mean 


4 


.359 


. 612 


Mean 


6 


- 


Mean 


3 


.248 


• 592 


Mean 


6 


— 


Mean 


7 


.224 


.563 


Me an 


7 




Mean 


8 


• 774* 


. 612 


Mean 


7 


- 


Mean 


4 


.135 


• 592 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


3 


.024 


.563 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


8 


• 750* 


.592 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


4 


.111 


.563 


Mean 


4 


- 


Mean 


3 


.639* 


.563 



It is readily apparent that the non-user females are again 
significantly different from, all other groups. That is, they tend 
to characterize this relationship as ,! extremel.y” or ’’very amicable. 1 * 
The male weekenders tend to have the most neutral relationship with 
their fathers and there is a significant difference between them 
and the male non users who tend to describe the relationship in 
more positive terms. 
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Subjects were asked to rate the degree of their attachment to 
their fathers. The results of the analyses of these data are 
presented below in Table 96. 



Table 96a. Mean Scores in Terms of Reported Attachment of Subjects 
to Their Fathers (1 = very strong attachment). '■ 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


48 


4.333 


2.435 


2 Weekenders 


50 1 


4.100 


2.220 


3 Users 


~4b 


3.450 1 


2.236 


4 Non Users 


50 


2.940 


1.848" 


Females 


5 Hippies 


50 


3.480 


1.910 


6 Weekenders 


49 


3.510 


2.265 


7 Users 


50 


3 . 080 ' 


2 . 115 


8 Non Users 


48 


2.521 


1.904"" 



Table 96b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table ? 5 a. 



Source 


""Sum~ 6 T~ 

Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 
Level 


Total 


1880.183 


392 








Treat 


119.896 


7 


17.128 


3.746 




Factor 1 


85 ."74" 7 


3 


2 8 "."5 4 9 “ 


6.244 


.01 


Factor 2 


29.915 


1 


29.915 


6.543 


.01 1 


1 Times 2 


4.335 


3 


17445 


.316 


NS 


Resid. 


1760.287 


ITT - 


47572"” 




i 
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Table S6c. Duncan Multiple Range Test of Data Presented in 
Table 96a. 



Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


8 


1 . 812 * 


• 977 


Me an 


1 


— 


Mean 


ii 


1.393* 


.966 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


7 


1.253* 


-951 


Mean 


i 


- 


Mean 


3 


.875 


.934 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


5 


.853 


.912 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


6 


.823 


.882 


Mean 


1 


- 


Mean 


n 

c~ 


.233 


.838 


Mean 


2 


_ 


Mean 


8 


1.579* 


. 966 


Mean 


2 


— 


Mean 


4 


1.160* 


• 951 


Mean 


2 


— 


Mean 


7 


1.020* 


.934 


Mean 


2 




Mean 


3 


.642 


.912 


Mean 


2 


- 


Mean 


5 


.620 


.882 


Mean 


2 


- 


Mean 


6 


.590 


.838 


Mean 


6 




Mean 


8 


.989* 


.951 


Mean 


6 


— 


Mean 


4 


.570 


.934 


Mean 


6 


— 


Mean 


7 


.430 


.912 


Mean 


6 


— 


Mean 


3 


.052 


.882 


Mean 


6 


- 


Mean 


5 


.030 


.838 


Mean 


5 




Mean 


8 


.959* 


.934 


Mean 


5 


— 


Mean 


4 


.540 


.912 


Me an 


5 


- 


Mean 


7 


.400 


.882 


Mean 


5 


- 


Mean 


3 


.022 


.838 


Mean 


3 




Mean 


8 


.937* 


.912 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


4 


.518 


. 882 


Mean 


3 


- 


Mean 


7 


• 378 


.838 


Mean 


7 


_ 


Mean 


8 


.559 


.882 


Mean 


7 


- 


Mean 


4 


.140 


.838 


Mean 


4 


- 


Mean 


8 


.419 


00 

U) 

00 



Essentially, the males in both hippie groups perceive their 
relationships with their fathers in terms of '''detachment.” Th ^ 
differ significantly from the male and female non users and from 
the female users . The female non users are significantly more 
attached to their fathers than are the male users, and the female 
hippies and weekenders . 
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Respondents v?ere asked whether they feel like an '‘outsider” 
or an ’'insider -1 to their parental families. The data reflecting 
answers £q this question are presented below in Table 97. 

Table 97a. Number of Subjects Reporting that They Are Outsiders., 
or Insiders, to Their Parental Family. 





Outsider 


Insider 




Tv/r 


22 


27) 




l v i 




40% 


H 


TP 


21 


19 




r 


42% 


38% 




M 


25 


20 




A'l 


50% 


40% 


W 


T7I 


26 


22 




r 


52 % 


44% 




Tiff 


18 


28 




M 


36 % 


56% 


u 


T71 


12 


35 




r 


24% 


70% 




TJl 


8 


40 




rd 


16 % 


80 % 


NU 


Tp 


5 


43 




r 


10 % 


86 % 






137 


227 


Totals 


-i 34% 


57% 



Table 97b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data Presented 
Above in Table 97a.. 





Outsider 


Insider 


H 


M 


0 = 22.00 
E = 15.81 


0 = 20.00 
E = 26.19 


F 


0 * 21.00 
E * 15.05 


0 = 19.00 
E - 24.95 


W 


K 


0 = 25.00 
E = 16.94 


0 = 20.00 
E = 28.06 


F 


0 = 26.00 1 
E = 18.07 


0 « 22.00 
E = 29.93 


u 


M 


0 = 13 . 00 ~ 
E = 17.31 


0 = 28.00" 
E = 28.69 


F 


0 = 12.00 
E = 17.69 


0 = 35.00 
E « 29.31 


NU 


M 


0 = 8.00 

E = 18.07 


0 = 40.00“ 
E = 29.93 ... 


F 


0 = 5.00 

E = 18.07 


0 = 43.00 
E = 29-93 



Chi Square = 46.5213 for 7 d.f. 

p< . 001 
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As will be noted from an examination of Table 97, many more 
of the hippies and weekenders than would be expected report feelings 
of being an outsider to their parental families. This is consistent 
with the finding that their relationships with their families are 
characterised not by hostility, but rather in terms of detachment. 

At least in terms of conscious experience, the hippie groups feel 
not hostility, but a lack of reiatedness to their parental families. 
These Tata lend support to the alienation hypothesis. 

More of the non users and the female users than would be ex- 
pected report feeling like insiders to their parental families. It 
is interesting to note that the female users, who have already 
been characterized as a group of very casual users who are not 
extensively or intensively involved with drugs, show the same re- 
sponse pattern as the non users. The male users who are more in- 
volved in all aspects of drug use, tend to be somewhere between the 
hippie groups and the non-user groups in terms of the number re- 
porting that they feel like insiders or outsiders vis-a-vis their 
families . 

It is also interesting that while the feeling of being an out- 
sider is more characteristic of the hippie groups, over one-third of 
all subjects in the aggregate feel like outsiders to their parental 
families. Even among the non users, 13% report feeling like outsiders. 

Turning from the issue of relationships with parents to rela- 
tionships with friends, subjects were asked to report on the dura- 
tion of their closest friendship. It had been predicted that the 
hippies would manifest their reputed deficit in object relations by 
an inability to establish and maintain long-term relationships. These 
data are presented below in Table 98. 

Table 98a. Length of "Best Friend" Relationships Reported Among 
Subjects. 







Less Than 


1-3 


3-6 


6 Months- 


1-2 


2-4 


Over 








A Month 


Months 


Months 


1 Year 


Years 


Years 


4 Years 


None 




M 


0 


— o — 


4 


5 


7 


4 


12 


15 


IT 


ri 


0 % 


0 % 


8 % 


10 % 


14% 


8 % 


24% 


30% 


n 


F 


0 


0 


0 


9 


7 


7 


15 


12 




0 % 


0 % 


0 % 


18 % 


14% 


14% 


30% 


24% 




M 


i 


2 


2 


5 


11 


7 


6 


15 


w 


2 % 


4% 


4% 


12 % 


22 % 


14% 


12 % 


30% 


F 


1 


1 


0 


~~~ 8 


12 


7 


7 


13 




2 % 


2 % 


0 % 


l 6 % 


24% 


14% 


14% 


26 % 




M 


6 


2 1 


2 


3 


7 


id 


l 6 


9 


TT 


0 % 


4% 


4% 


6 % 


14% 


20 % 


32% 


l 8 % 


U 




6 


0 


1 


6 ~ 


7 


12 


20 


4 




P 


0 % 


0 % 


2 % 


12 % 


14% 


24% 


40% 


8 % 




M 


6 


1 


2 


1 


9 


7 


23 


6 


NU 


0 % 


2 % 


4% 


2 % 


l 8 % 


14% 


46% 


12 % 




6 


i 


i 


2 


8 


7 


24 


7 




F 


0 % 


2 % 


2 % 


4% 


16 % 


14% 


48% 


14% 






2 


7 


12 


40 


68 


61 


123 


81 


Totals 


1 % 


2 % 


3% 


10 % 


17% 


15% 


31% 


20 % 
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Table 98 b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data Presented 
Above in Table 98 a. 





Less Than 
A Year 


More Than 
A Year 


No Best 
Friend 


H 


M 


0 = 9.00 

E = 7-38 


0 = 23.00 

E = 29.98 


0 = 15.06 

E = 9.64 


F 


0 = 9.00 

E = 7-85 


0 = 29.00 

E - 31-90 


0 = 12.00 
E = 10.25 


W 


M 


0 = 11.03 
E - 7-85 


0 = 24.00 
E = 31-90 


0 * 15.00 
E = 10.25 


F 


0 = 11.00 
E = 7-85 


0 = 26.00 
E = 31.90 


0 = 13.00 
E = 10.25 


u 


M 


0 = 7-00 
E = 7-69 


0 = 33-00 1 
E = 31.26 


0 = 9 00 

E = 1C 05 


F 


0 = 7-00 
E « 7-85 


0 = 39 . 00 “ 

E = 31-90 


0 = 4.00 

E = 10.25 


NU 


M 


0 * 4.00 

E = 7.69 


0 = 39-00 
E - 31-26 


0 = 6.00 
E = 10.05 


F 


0 = 4.00 

E = 7-85 


0 = 39.00 

E = 31.90 


0 = 7-00 
E = 10.25 



Chi Square = 29-7817 for 14 d.f. 

p< . 01 



The most striking aspect of the findings presented immediately 
above is the relatively large number of subjects in the hippie 
groups who report that they have no best friend. Hence, there 
does seem to be some difference between the groups in terms of their 
ability to establish long-term close relationships. 

Subjects were asked to describe the qualities which they value 
most highly .in a friend. In all groups those qualities which are 
most valued in a friend are honesty and loyalty (40$), character 
and warmth ( 18 JS), and compatibility and mutual interests (. 16 %). 

All other qualities ,e .g. , concern for others, humor, political 
awareness, rebelliousness, creativity, are mentioned by only about 
one subject out of 20. Again, there are no differences among the 
groups. One interesting finding is that only . 5 % of all subjects 
(zero percent among the hippies and two percent among the week- 
enders) mention ’’hippieness" and/or drug use as something to be 
looked for in a friend. Thus, in terms of qualities valued in a 
friend, there is a very great uniformity among all groups. The 
notion that friendships among hippies revolve about drug use for 
want of other topics, is not borne out by the data. 

While many in the hippie groups report that they do not have 
long standing relationships with others, i.e., they do not have 
a best friend, they do report an incredible number of friendships. 




135 



- 129 - 



The data and analyses pertaining to the question, "How many close 
friends do you currently have” are presented in Table 99 below. 



Table 99a. Mean Number of Current Close Friends Reported by All 
Groups . 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


43 


86.233 


251-053 


2 Weekenders 


37 


117.892" 


307-247" 


3 Users 


46 


9-239 


8 . 886 


4 Non Users 


^5 


8.200" 


8T4TB" 


Females 


5 Hippies 


46 


53-457 


201.971 


6 Weekenders 


46 


53-783 


202 . 165 “ 


7 Users 


50 


5.o"4o" 


4 . 720 “ 


8 Non Users 


50 


6.020 


4.7431 



Table 99'o. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 99a- 



Source 


Sum of 
Sauares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 

Level 


Total 


10509832.203 


362 








Treat 


541257-426 


7 


77322.489“] 


2.754" 




Factor 1 


^32567 • 335 


3 


144189 • 111 


5 • 135i 


NS 


Factor 2 


48947-992" 


1 


48947.992 


1.743 


NS 


1 Times 2 


59742.093“ 


3 


19914.031 


.709 


NS 


Resid . 


9968575-239“ 


355 ' 


28080.493 







O 
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Although these data must be interpreted with caution because 
of the highly skewed nature of the distribution, nevertheless it 
is striking that the hippie males report a mean number of 86 friends 
the male weekenders report a mean number of 117 friends, and the 
female hippies and weekenders report a mean number of 53 friends. 

In sharp contrast, the user and non-user groups report a mean number 
of friends which ranges from five to nine. Since it seems highly 
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unlikely that anyone can establish and maintain close relationships 
with even 53 people, it seems likely that the quality of these re- 
lationships must be highly superficial. The lack of long-standing 
close relationships and the large number of people regarded as 
friends lends support to the notion of a deficit in object relation- 
ships among hippie group members . Perhaps superficial ersatz re- 
lationships with many are formed as a substitute for stable and 
intense close friendships with a few. The feelings of detachment 
from the family, the general picture of family tension in terms of 
broken families, frequency of arguments, and lack of family close- 
ness discussed in Section A of this reporo, may be the underlying 
cause of the inability of many of the hippie subjects to establish 
and maintain close interpersonal ties. 



2. Alienation From Existing Social Institutions : 

Subjects were asked whether or not they feel alienated from 
society, in terms of degree of agreement or disagreement manifested 
to the statement: "I would consider myself alienated from contem- 

porary society." The analyses of the responses to this question 
are presented in Table 100 below. 



Table 100a. Mean Scores for Subjects in All Groups on Agreement 
with the Statement "I feel alienated from society." 
(1 - strongly agree). 



Treatment Group 


No jects 


Mean 


S.D. I 
I 


Males 


1 Hippies 




2.041 


1.195 1 


2 Weekenders 


50 


1.840 


.633 


3 Users 


49 


2.837 


1.375 


4 Non Users 


49 


3.633 


.897 


Females 


5 Hippies 


48 


1.633 


.986 


6 Weekenders 


48 


1.604 


.810 


7 Users 


49' 


2.959 


1.087 


8 Non Users 


49 


3.551 


1.070 



Table 100b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 100a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 

Level 


Total 


653.136 


i' 

VO 

O 








Treat „ 


224 . 229 


7 


32.033 


28.604 




Factor 1 


221.292“ 




7I7TP 


6$ . 8b 9 


-01 


Factor 2 


— 7TTT] 


— r~ 


7773 


.590 


NS 


1 Time s 2 


2.164 


3 


.721 


754T 


NS 


Resid . 


428.907 1 


383 


1.120 i 







O 
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Table 100c. Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to Data Presented 
In Table 100a. 



Dif ference v 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 


Mean 


X 


— 


Mean 




2,029? 


Xl9 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


5 


1 . 800 s 


. 612 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


2 


1.793* 


.605 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


1 


1.592 s 


.595 


Mean 


lx 


_ 


Mean 


3 


• 796 s 


.584 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


7 


.674 s 


. 568 


Mean 


4 


- 


Mean 


8 


.082 


• 5^5 


Mean 


8 




Mean 


6 


1.947* 


.612 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


5 


1.718 s 


.605 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


2 


1.711* 


.595 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


1 


1 . 510 s 


.584 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


3 


.714 s 


.568 


Mean 


8 


- 


Mean 


7 


.592 s 


.5^5 


Mean 


7 




Mean 


6 


1.355* 


. 605 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


r 


1 . 126 s 


.595 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


2 


1.119* 


.584 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


1 


• 918 s 


.568 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


3 


. 122 


.545 


Mean 


3 




Mean 


6 


1.233* 


• 595 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


5 


1.004 s 


.584 


Mean 


3 




Mean 


2 


.997* 


.568 


Mean 


3 


- 


Mean 


1 


.796 s 


.5^5 


Mean 


1 




Mean 


6 


.437 


.584 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


5 


. 208 


.568 


Mean 


1 


- 


Mean 


2 


.201 


.545 


Mean 


2 


_ 


Me an 


6 


. 236 


.568 


Mean 


2 


- 


Mean 


5 


.007 


.545 


Mean 


5 


— 


Mean 


6 


. 229 


.545 



Among the hippies and the weekenders there are no significant 
differences; the average responses fall between "strongly agree" 
and "agree." Among the most "engaged" group, i.e., the non users, 
the average responses fall between "uncertain" and "disagree." 
Their overall position appears to be one of disagreement with the 
statement. The users’ responses tend to fall between the "agree" 
and "uncertain" scale positions. Their overall position appears 




139 



- 133 - 



to be one of uncertainty. Thus, it can be said that the hippie 
groups ( 78 % of hippies, 85 % of weekenders) are the only ones in 
which a vast majority of respondents characterize themselves as 
alienated from society. 

Subjects were asked to characterize themselves as insiders or 
outsiders vis-a-vis middle class institutions, the age of technology, 
western culture, and being an American. The results of the analy- 
ses of responses to these questions are shown below, in Tables 101 
through 104 . 



Table 101a. Subjects Reports of Feeling Like an Outsider, or an 
Insider Vis-a-Vis Middle Class Institutions. 





Outsider 


Insider 


Outsider 

/Insider 


Not 

Applicable 






37 


6 


1 ; 


' * r 


H 


M 


7456 


12 % 


256 


8 % 




39 


4 


0 


2 




p 


78 % 


8 % 


056 


4% 






\~xn 


2 


0 


2 


W 


M 


88 % 


4}6 


056 


4% 




43 


4 


1 


2 




F 


86 % 


8% 


2% 


4% 






26 


20 


0 


2 


u 


M 


52 % 


40$ 


0% 


456 




30 


l4 


1 


2 




F 


6 0 % 


28 % 


256 


4$ 






18 


28 


0 


3 


NU 


M 


36% 


5656 


056 


6% 


TT1 


16 


29 


0 


2 




F 


36% 


58 % 


0% 


456 


Totals 


255 

6456 


107 

27 % 


3 

1% 


19 

5 % 
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Table 101 b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data Presented 
Above in Table 101a. 





Outsider 


Insider 


H 


M 


0 = 37-00 
E = 30.74 


0 = 7.00 

E = 13.26 


P 


0 = 39-00 
E = 30.04 


~CT^ 4.00 
E * 12.96 


W 


M 


0 = 44.00 
E = 32.84 


0 = 3.00 
E ' I4.'l6 


P 


0 = 43.00 
E = 33.53 


0 * 5.00 
E = 14.47 


U 


M 


0 = 26.00 
E = 32.14 


0 = 20.00 
E = 13.86 


P 


0 * 30.00 
E » 30.74 


0 =14.00 
E = 13.26 


NU 


M 


0 * 18.00 
E • 32.14 


0 *4 28.00 
E * 13 * 86 


P 


0 = 18.00 
E = 32.84 


0 * 29.00 
E * 14.16 



Chi Square = 81.3820 for 7 d. f 

p< . 001 



Table 102a. Subjects Reports of Peeling Like an Outsider, or 
an Insider Vis-a-Vis the Age of Technology. 





Outsider 


Insider 


Outsider 

./Insider 


Not 

Applicable 




If 


28 


16 


1 


3 


H 


M 


56% 


32% 


2 % 


6 % 


T? 


30 


14 


0 


3 




P 


6 0 % 


28 % 


0 % 


6 % 




Tur 


23 


21 


1 


4 


W 




465S 


42% 


2 % 


8 % 


T? 


29“ 


11 


0 


5 




r 


r 8% 


22 % 


0 % 


10 % 




nfl 


17 


27 


1 


3 


U 


ul 


34% 


54% 


2 % 


6 % 




24 


19 


1 


4 




r 


48% 


38% 


2 % 


8 % 






16 


27 


1 


3 


MTT 




32% 


54% 


2 % 


6 % 


iN U 


T? 


l6 


29 


6 


3 




r 


32% 


58% 


0 % 


6 % 


Totals 


183 

46% 


164 

41% 


5 

1 % 


28 

7% 



O 

ERIC 



141 



- 135 - 



Table 102b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presentee in Table 102a. 





Outsider 


Insider 


H 


M 


0 = 28 . 00 “ 
E = 23-20 


0 = 16.00 

E = 20.80 


F 


0 = 30.00 

E = 23-20 


0 = 1 H .00 
E = 20.80 


W 


M 


0 = 23-00 
E = 23.20 


0 = 21.00 
E = 20.80 


P 


0 = 29.00 
E = 21.10 


O = 11.00 
E => 18.90 


U 


M 


0 = 17.00 

E - 23.20 


0 * 2/.00 ‘ 
E = 20.80 


P 


0 = 24.00 
E = 22.68 


0 = 19.00 
E = 20.32 


NU 


M 


0 " = 16.00 
E * 22.68 


0 = 27-00 
E = 20.32 


P 


0 = 16.00' 
E = 23-73 


d ■ 29.00 
E = 21.27 



Chi Square = 25-7*123 for 7 d.f. 

p< . 001 



Table 103a. Subjects Reports of Peeling Like an Outsider, or an 
Insider Vis-a-Vis Western Culture. 





Outsider 


Insider 


Outsider 

/Insider 


Not 

Add lie able 






20 


23 


1 


5 


H 


M 


40# 


46# 


2# 


10# 




22 


18 


1 


3 




F 


44# 


36# 


2# 


6# 






26 


18 


1 


3 


W 


M 


52# 


36# 


2# 


6# 




28 


16 


0 


4 




F 


56# 


32# 


0# 


8# 




TUT 


13 


34 


0 


1 


U 


M 


26# 


68# 


0# 


2# 


TP 


7 


P 


1 


6 




F 


14# 


68# 


2# 


12# 




TUT 


14 


29 


1 


5 


NU 


M 


28 # 


58# 


2# 


10# 


T7I 


' 8 


‘ 33 


1 


7 




F 


16# 


66# 


2# 


14# 


Totals 


138 

35# 


205 

51# 


6 

2# 


P 

9# 



O 
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Table 103b . 



Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Above in Table 103a. 





Outsider 


1 

Insider 


K 


M 


0 = 20.00 
E = 17-30 


0 = 23.00 

E = 25.70 


F 


0 = 22.00 
E = 16.09 


0 = 18.00 
E = 23.91 


W 


M 


0 = 26.00 
E = 17.70 


0 = 18.00“ 
E = 26.30 


F 


0 = 28.00 
E = 17-70 


0 = 16.00 
E = 26.30 


u 


M 


0 = 13.00 

E = 18.91 


0 = 34.00 
E = 28.09 


F 


0 = 7.00 

E = 16.50 


0 = 34.00 
E = 24.50 


NU 


M 


0 = 14.00 
E = 17.30 


0 = 29.00 

E = 25.70 


F 


0 = 8.00 
E = 16.50 


0 = 33.06 

E = 24.50 



Chi Square * 41.473'' for 7 d.f. 

p< .001 



Table 104a. Subjects! Reports of Reeling Like an Outsider, 
Insider; Vis-aVis Being an American. 





Outsider 


Insider 


Outsider 

/Insider 


Not ] 

Applicable, 




M 


30 


10 


1 


7 1 


TT 


60% 


20% 


2% 


14% 


n 


*rn 


32 


10 


0 


4 




F 


64% 


20% 


0% 


8% 




M 


35 


10 


0 


4 


W 


70% 


20% 


0% 


8% 


F 


36 


11 


0 


2 




72% 


22% 


0% 


4% 




M 


22 


25 


0 


1 


u 


44% 


50% 


0% 


2% 


T? 


11 


35 


0 


1 




r 


22% 


70% 


0% 


2% 




M 


6 


39 


6 


3 1 


MTT 


12 % 


78% 


0% 


6% 


JMU 




8 


38 


6 


3 




F 


16 % 


76% 


0 % 


6% 


Totals 


180 

45% 


~ T7~8 
45% 


1 

0 % 


25 

6% 




Presented 



or an 



'f An. 
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Table 104b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 104a. 





Outsider 


Insider 


H 


M 


0 « 30.00 
E = 20.11 


0 = 10.00 
E = 19.89 


F 


0 » 32.00 
E - 21.12 


0 = 10.00 
E * 20.88 


W 


M 


0 = 35-00 
E = 22.63 


0 = 10.00 
E * 22.37 


F 


0 = 36.00 
E = 23.63 


0 * 11.00 
E = 23.37 


U 


M 


0 = 22.00 
E = 23-63 


0 «= 25.00 
E = _ 23 _._ 37 „ 


F 


0 « 11.00 
E = 23.13 


0 = 35.00 
E * 22.87 


NO 


M 


0 - 6.00 
E = 22.63 


0 = 39.00 
E = 22.37 


F 


6 = 8.00 
E = 23.13 


0 = 38.00 
E * 22.87 



Chi Square = 105-1811 for 7 d.f. 

p< .001 



As will be noted from an inspection of the above tables, in 
which all of the Chi Square values are significant, there is the 
very definite tendency for hippies to see themselves as alienated 
from middle class society, from the age of technology, from western 
culture, and from "being an American." The item which diacrinr ,ri?> ' f ' r ' 
best among the hippie groups and the non-hinrle groups teems v( 
the one which concerns being an Aiii^rxcan . ever two-thirds of the 
hippies characterize themselves as outsiders; less than one-fourth 
of the non users and of the female users see themselves in this 
way . The male users , as has so often been the case , fall between 
these two categories and almost one— half of them report feeling 
like an outsider. 

It should be noted that over 60% of all subjects see themselves 
as outsiders vis-a-vis traditional middle class institutions (in- 
cluding 5S% of users and 36? of non users); that almost half of 
all respondents see themselves as outsiders to the age of technology 
(including 4l% of users and 32% of non users). It seems that 
although differences oetween the grouts are significant, therfo is 
a widespread feeling of alienation among contemporary youth. These 
data suggest that a large proportion of the total sample see them- 
selves as alienated from certain social institutions. The "flight 
to hippiedom" may be seen not so much as a determinant of behavior, 
or a discriminator among groups which are markedly different in all 
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areas , but rather as one form of reaction which may be taken to a 
dissatisfying environment. Our data suggest that those who become 
hippies have a history of self-perceived detachment from family 
and peers which antedates their alienation from society. 

The pattern of widespread disaffection with, or alienation 
from, the United States Government can be clearly seen from the 
analyses of subjects* agreement or disagreement, on a five point 
scale, with a number of statements about the government and the 
country . 

First subjects were asked to respond to the statement; "In 
government today there is no one you can really trust.*' The 
analyses pertaining to the responses to this question are presented 
in Table 105 below. 



Table 105a. Mean Scores for All Groups in Response to the Statement 
"In government today there is no ore you can really 
trust." (1 = strongly agree). 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 




1 Hippies 


50 


2.020 


1.049 


Males 


2 Weekenders 


50 


1.980 


1.068 


3 Users 


49 


2.898 


1.147 




4 Non Users 


49 


3.429 


1.161 




f~5 Hippies 


48 


1.687 


I • 982 


Females 


j Weekenders 


49 


1.755 


.937 


7 Users 


50 


2.500 


1.082 




8 Non Users 


r 50 


' 2.860 1 


1.114' 



Table 105b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 105a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Sauares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 

Level 


Total 


588.177 


394 








Treat 


135.834 


7 


19. 405 


’ 16 . 602 




Factor 1 


119.955 


3 


39,985 


34.209 


.01 


Factor 2 


13.347 


i 


13.347 ~~ 


11.419 


.01 


1 Times 2 


2.532 


3 i 


TH1T4 


. 722 


NS 


Resid . 


452.344 


387 


I7TF9 








±4 



u 5 



Table 100c. 



Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to Data Presented 
In Table 100a. 



Difference 
Betv r een Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 


Mean 


X 


_ 


Mean 




2.029? 


7519 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


5 


1.800* 


.612 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


2 


1.793* 


.605 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


1 


1.592* 


.595 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


3 


.796* 


.584 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


7 


.674* 


.568 


Mean 


4 


- 


Mean 


8 


. 082 


.545 


Mean 


8 


_ 


Mean 


6 


1.947* 


.612 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


5 


1 . 718 * 


.605 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


2 


1.7H* 


.595 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


1 


1 . 510 * 


.584 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


3 


.714* 


.568 


Mean 


8 


- 


Mean 


7 


.592* 


.545 

1 


Mean 


7 




Mean 


6 


1.355* 


.605 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


5 


1 . 126 * 


.595 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


2 


1.119* 


.584 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


1 


. 918 * 


.568 


Mean 


7 


- 


Mean 


3 


.122 


.545 


Mean 


3 





Mean 


6 


1.233* 


.595 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


5 


1.004* 


.584 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


2 


• 997* 


.568 


Mean 


3 


- 


Mean 


1 


.796* 


.545 


Mean 


1 




Mean 


6 


.437 


.584 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


5 


. 208 


.568 


Mean 


1 


- 


Mean 


2 


. 201 


.545 


Mean 


2 


_ 


Mean 


6 


. 236 


.568 


Mean 


2 


- 


Mean 


5 


.007 


.545 


Mean 


5 


— 


Mean 


6 


.229 


•545 _ 



Among the hippies and the weekenders there are no significant 
differences 3 the average responses fall between "strongly agree" 
and "agree." Among the most "engaged" group, i.e., the non users, 
the average responses fall between "uncertain" and "disagree." 
Their overall position appes.rs to be one of disagreement with the 
statement. The users’ responses tend to fall between the "agree" 
and "uncertain" scale positions. Their overall position appears 
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to be one of uncertainty. Thus, it can be said that the hippie 
groups (73% of hippies, 85 % of weekenders) are the only ones in 
which a vast majority of respondents characterize themselves as 
alienated from society. 

Subjects were asked to characterize themselves as insiders or 
outsiders vis-a-vis middle class institutions, the age of technology, 
western culture, and being an American. The results of the analy- 
ses of responses to these questions are shown below, in Tables 101 
through 104. 

Table 101a. Subjects Reports of Peeling Like an Outsider, or an 
Insider Vis-a-Vis Middle Cla.ss Institutions. 





Outsider 


Insider 


Outsider 

/Insider 


Not 

Applicable 






37 


6 


1 


4 


LI 


M 


74% 


12 % 


O of 

c-to 


8 % 


n. 


TP 


39 


li 


0 


2 




r 


78% 


8 % 


0% 


4% 




TVT 


44 


2 


0 


2 


w 


1Y1 


88 % 


4% 


0 % 


4% 


TP 


43 


4 


1 


2 






86 % 


8 % 


2 % 


4% 




TVT 


26 


20 


0 


2 


u 


1Y1 


52% 


40% 


0 % 


4% 


T7I 


30 


14 


1 


2 




r 


60 % 


28 % 


2 % 


4% 




TVT 


j 18 1 


28 


' 0 


3 


NU 




36% 


56% 


0 % 


6 % 


TP 


18 


29 


0 


2 




r 


36% 


58% 


0 % 


4% 


T'nfa 1 0 


255 


107 


3 “ 


19 






64% 


27 % 


1 % 


5% 
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Table 101b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data Presented 
Above in Table 101a. 





Outsider 


Insider 


H 


M 


0 = 37.00 
E = 30.74 


0 = 7.00 

E = 13.26 


F 


0 = 39.00 

E = 30.04 


0 = *4.00 

E = 12.96 


W 


M 


0 = 44.00 
E = 32.84 


0 = 3.00 

E ' I4.*l6 


F 


0 = 43.00 
E = 33.53 


0 = 5.00 

E = 14.47 


U 


M 


0 = 26.00 
E * 32.14 


O' = 20.00 
E = 13.86 


F 


0 = 30.00 

E = 30.74 


0 = 14.00 
E = 13.26 


NU 


M 


0 = 18.00 
E = 32.14 


0 = 28.00 
E = 13.86 


F 


0 = 18.00 

E = 32.84 


6 = 29.00 
E = 14.16 



Chi Square = 81.3820 for 7 d.f. 

p<. 001 - 



Table 102a. Subjects Reports of Peeling Like an Outsider, or 
an Insider Vis-a-Vis the Age of Technology. 





Outsider 


Insider 


Outsider 

/Insider 


Not 

Abolicable 




■ur 


28 


16 


1 


3 


H 


M 


56 % 


32% 


2 % 


6 % 


T7l 


30 


if 


0 


3 




r 


60 % 


28 % 


0 % 


6 % 




7V/r 


23 


21 


1 


4 


W 




46% 


42% 


2 % 


8 % 


TTl 


29 


11 


0 


5 




r 


58 % 


22 % 


0 % 


10 % 






17 


27 


1 


3 


U 


W 


34% 


54% 


2 % 


6 % 


TTl 


24 


19 


1 


4 




r 


48% 


38% 


2 % 


8 % 




TV! 


16 


27 


1 


3 


NU 




32% 


54% 


2 % 


6 % 


TTI 


16 


29 


0 


3 




F 


32% 


58% 


0 % 


6 % 


Totals 


183 ‘ 

46% 


16*4 

41% 


5 

1 % 


r\> 
-a 00 
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Table 102b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented in Table 102a. 





Outsider 


Insider 


H 


M 


6 = 2 S .00 

E = 23-20 


0 = 16.00 
E = 20.80 


F 


0 = 30.00 

E - 23-20 


0 = 14.00 
E = 20.80 


W 


M 


0 = 23.00 
E = 23-20 


0 = 21.00 
E = 20.80 


F 


0 = 29.00 
E = 21.10 


0 = 11.00 
E = 18.90 


u 


M 


0 = 17.00 

E = 23.20 


0 = 27.00 
E = 20.80 


F 


0 = 24.00 
E = 22.68 


6 = 19.00 
E = 20.32 


NU 


M 


0 = 16.00 
E = 22.68 


0 » 27.00 
E = 20.32 


F 


0 = 16.00 
E = 23.73 


0 * 29-00 
E = 21.27 



Chi Square = 25-7423 for 7 d.f. 

pc.001 



Table 103a. Subjects Reports of Fee.ling Like an Outsider, or an 
Insider Vis-a-Vis Western Culture. 





Outsider 


Insider 


Outsider 

/Insider 


Not 

ADolicable 






20 


23 


1 


5 


H 


M 


40? 


46? 


2? 


10? 




22 


18 


1 


3 




F 


44? 


36? 


2? 


6? 






26 


" 18 


i 


3 


W 


M 


52? 


36? 


2? 


6? 




~ 28 


16 


0 


4 




F 


56? 


32? 


0? 


8? 




TUT 


13 


34 


0 


i 


U 


M 


26? 


68? 


0? 


2? 


T7I 


7 


34 


1 


6 




r 


14? 


68? 


2? 


12? 




TUT 


~TW 


29 


1 


5 


NU 




23? 


58? 


2? 


10? 


TH 


8 


33 


1 


7 




F 


16? 


66? 


2? 


14? 


Totals 


138 

35? 


205 

51? 


6 

2? 


34 

9? 
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Table 103b. 



Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data Presented 
Above in Table 103a. 





Outsider 


! 

Insider 


H 


M 


0 = 20.00 
E = 17-30 


0 = 23.00 

E = 25.70 


F 


0 = 22.00 
E = 16.09 


0 - 18.00 
s = 23.91 


W 


M 


0 = 26.00 
E = 17.70 


0 = 18.00 
E = 26.30 


F 


0 = 28.00 
E = 17-70 


0 = 16.00 
E = 26.30 


U 


M 


0 = 13.00 
E = 18.91 


0 = 34.00 
E = 28.09 


F 


0 = 7.00 

E = 16.50 


0 = 34.00 
E = 24.50 


NU 


M 


0 = 14.00 
E = 17.30 


0 = 29 . 0 c 

E = 25.70 


F 


0 = 8.00 
E = 16.50 


0 = 33.00 

E = 24.50 



Chi Square - 41.4714 for 7 d.f. 

p< .001 



Table 104a. Subjects Reports of Feeling Like an Outsider, or an 
Insider, Vis-aVis Being an American. 





Outsider 


Insider 


Outsider 

/Insider 


Not 

Applicable 




M 


30 


10 


1 


7 


TT 


60 $ 


20% 


2% 


14% 


n 


rn 


32 


10 


0 


4 




Jt* 


64% 


20% 


0% 


8% 




M 


35 


10 


0 


4 


T.T 


70% 


20% 


0% 


8% 


W 


T71 


36 


11 


0 


2 




r 


72% 


22% 


0% 


4% 




n/r 


22 


25 


0 


1 


U 


M 


44% 


50% 


0% 


2% 


T71 


11 


35 


0 


1 




r 


22% 


70% 


0% 


2% 






6 1 


39 


0 


3 


MTT 


M 


12 % 


78% 


0% 


6% 


IN U 


Hi 


8 


38 


0 


3 




r 


16% 


76% 


0% 


6% 


Totals 


180 

45% 


178 

45% 


1 

0% 


25 

6% 




150 
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Table 104b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 104a. 





Outsider 


Insider 


H 


M 


0 = 30.00 
E = 20.11 


0 = 10.00 
E = 19.89 


P 


0 = 32.00 
E = 21.12 


0 = 10.00 
E = 20.88 


W 


M 


0 = 35.00 
E = 22.63 


0 = 10.00 
E »= 22.37 


F 


0 = 36.00 
E = 23.63 


0 * 11.00 
E = 23.37 


u 


M 


0 = 22.00 
E = 23.63 


0 ^ 25.00 
E. = 23,37 


P 


0 - 11.00 
E =» 23.13 


0 = 35.00 
E = 22.87 


NU 


M 


0 - 6.00 1 
E = 22.63 


0 = 39.00 
E = 22.37 


F 


0 = 8.00 
E = 23.13 


0 = 38.00 
E = 22.87 



Chi Square = 105.1811 for 7 d.f. 

p< . 001 



As will be noted from an inspection of the above tables, in 
which all of the Chi Square values are significant, there is the 
very definite tendency for hippies to see themselves as alienated 
from middle class society, from the age of technology, from western 
culture, and from '‘being an American." The item which discriminates 
best among the hippie groups and the non-hippie groups seems to be 
the one which concerns being an American. Over two-thirds of the 
hippies characterize themselves as outsiders; less than one-fourth 
of the non users and of the female users see themselves in this 
way. The male users, as has so often been the case, fall between 
these two categories and almost one-half of them report feeling 
like an outsider. 

It should be noted that over 60 % of all subjects see themselves 
as outsiders vis-a-vis traditional middle class institutions (in- 
cluding 56 % of users and 36 % of non users); that almost half of 
all respondents see themselves as outsiders to the age of technology 
(including 41$ of users and 32 % of non users). It seems that 
although differences between the groups are significant, there Is 
a widespread feeling of alienation among contemporary youth. These 
data suggest that a large proportion of the total sample see them- 
selves as alienated from certain social Institutions. The "flight 
to hippiedom" may be seen not so much as a determinant of behavior, 
or a discriminator among groups which are markedly different in all 
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areas, but rather as one form of reaction which may be taken to a 
dissatisfying environment. Our data suggest that those who become 
hippies have a history of self-perceived detachment from family 
and peers which antedates their alienation from society. 

The pattern of widespread disaffection with, or alienation 
from, the United States Government can be clearly seen from the 
analyses of subjects* agreement or disagreement, on a five point 
scale, with a number of statements about the government and the 
country . 

First subjects were asked to respond to the statement; ’’In 
government today there is no one you can really trust." The 
analyses pertaining to the responses to this question are presented 
in Table 105 below. 



Table 105a. Mean Scores for All Groups in Response to the Statement 
"In government today there is no one you can really 
trust." (1 = strongly agree). 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


50 


2.020 


1.049 


2 Weekenders 


50 


1.980 | 


1.068 


3 Users 


49 


2.B98 


1.147 


4 Non Users 


49 


3.429 


1.161 


Females 


5 Hippies 


48 


1.687 


.982 


6 Weekenders 


49 


1.755 


. 937 


7 Users 


50" 


2.500 


1.082 


8 Non Users 


50" 


I2.860 1 


11.114 



Table 105b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 105a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Sauares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance' 

Level 


Total 


588.177 


394 








Treat 


135.834 


7 


19-405 ’ 


u 16.602' 




Factor 1 


119.955 


3 


39.985 


14.209 


.01 


Factor 2 


13.347 


1 


13.347 


11.419 


.01 


1 Times 2 


2.532 


3 


rm — 


.722, 


NS 


Resid . 


452 . 344 


387 


1.169 







O 

ERIC 



±52 



Table 105c 



Duncan Multiple Range Test on Data Presented in Table 
105a. 



Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 


Mean 


T" 


— 


Mean 


5 


1.742* 


.494 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


6 


1.674* 


.488 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


2 


1.449* 


.481 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


1 


1.409* 


.472 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


7 


• 929* 


.461 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


8 


.569* 


.446 


Mean 


4 


- 


Mean 


3 


.531* 


.424 


Mean 


3 




Mean 


5 


1.211* 


.488 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


6 


1.143* 


.481 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


2 


.918* 


.472 


Mean 


3 


_ 


Mean 


1 


.878* 


.461 


Mean 


3 


— 


Me an 


7 


.198 


.446 


Mean 


3 


- 


Mean 


8 


.038 


.424 


Mean 


8 


_ 


Mean 


5 


1.173* 


.481 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


6 


1.105* 


.472 


Mean 


8 




Mean 


2 


.380* 


.461 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


1 


.840* 


.446 


Mean 


8 


- 


Mean 


7 


.360 


.424 


Mean 


7 




Me an 


5 


.813* 


.472 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


6 


• 745* 


.461 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


2 


.520* 


.446 


Mean 


7 


- 


Mean 


1 


.480* 


.424 


Mean 


1 




Mean 


5 


.333 


.461 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


6 


.265 


.446 


Mean 


1 




Mean 


2 


.040 


.424 


Mean 


2 




Mean 


5 


.293 


.446 


Mean 


2 


- 


Mean 


6 


.225 


.424 


Mean 


6 


— 


Mean 


5 


.068 


.424 



' Respondents in the hippie groups tend to agree with this 
statement. The male users and the female users and non users tend 
to be uncertain about whether they agree or disagree. The male non 
users are the only group who disagree with the statement. 
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Table 106a . Mean Scores for All Groups in Response to the Statement 
'However poor the conventional system, when you get 
right down to it, it works." (1 = strongly agree). 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


49 


4.286 


1.050 


2 Weekenders 


50 


4.060 


.947 


3 Users 


49 


3.959 


1,068"" 


4 Non Users 


48~~ 


3.062 


1.126 


Females 


5 Hippies 


48 ' 


"4.187 


1.054 1 


6 Weekenders 


49 


3-939 


1,168 " 


7 Users 


49 


3.694 


1.073 


8 Non Users 


50 


3.140 


1.020 



Table 106b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 106a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 

Level 


Total 


516.847 


391 








Treat 


72.739 


7 


ic . 391 


8.985 




Factor 1 


70.270 


3 


23.423 


20.253 


.01 


Factor 2 


1.235 


1 


1.235 


1.068' 


NS * 


1 Time s 2 


1.234 1 


3 


. .411 


.356 


NS 


Resid . 


444.108 


384 


/ 1.157 
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Table 106c. Duncan Multiple Range Test for Data Presented in 
Table 106a. 



Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 


Mean 


1 




Mean 


ft 


1.224* 


.492 


Mean 


1 





Mean 


8 


1.146* 


.486 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


7 


.592* 


.479 


Mean 


1 




Me an 


6 


.347 


.470 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


3 


.327 


.459 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


2 


.226 


.444 


Mean 


1 


- 


Mean 


5 


.099 


.422 


Mean 


5 


— m 


Mean 


4 


1.125* 


.486 


Mean 


5 


— . 


Mean 


8 


1.047* 


.479 


Mean 


5 


_ 


Mean 


7 


.493* 


.470 


Mean 


5 


— 


Mean 


6 


. 24C 


• 459 


Mean 


5 


_ 


Mean 


3 


.228 


. 444 


Mean 


5 


- 


Mean 


2 


.127 


.422 


Mean 


2 


_ 


Mean 


4 


.998* 


.479 


Mean 


2 


_ 


Mean 


8 


. 920 * 


.470 


Mean 


2 


— 


Mean 


7 


. 366 


.459 


Mean 


2 


— 


Mean 


6 


.121 


.444 


Mean 


2 


- 


Mean 


3 


.101 


.422 


Mean 


3 


_ 


Mean 


4 


.897* 


.470 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


8 


.819* 


.459 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


7 


.265 


.444 


Mean 


3 


- 


Mean 


6 


.020 


.422 


Mean 


6 




Mean 


4 


.877* 


.459 


Mean 


6 




Mean 


8 


.799* 


.444 


Mean 


6 


- 


Mean 


7 


.245 


.422 


Mean 


7 




Mean 


4 


.632* 


.444 


Mean 


7 


- 


Mean 


8 


.554* 


.422 


Mean 


8 


- 


Mean 


4 


00 

0 

• 


.422 
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The males and females in both hippie groups, and the male users 
tend to agree with this statement and they are significantly dif- 
ferent from the non users. The female users tend also to agree 
with the statement, but less strongly than do the male and female 
hippies. The non users are significantly different from all other 
groups, but even their mean position is withxn the uncertain cate- 
gory. In fact only six percent of the non-user males, &nd none of 
the non-user females (generally the most conservative group) disagree 
strongly with this statement . 



155 



Lubje'hs were asked o rate their agreement or disagreement 
Lth he statement: "The way things are in the United States, T E a 

ike to emigrate to another country." The analyses pertaining to 
iis statement are presented in Table 107 below. 



ible 107a. Mean Scores for All Groups in Kesponse to the Statement 
"The way things are in the United States, I'd like 
emigrate to another country." (1 = strongly agree). 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


49 


2.939 


1.268 


2 Weekenders 


50 1 


2.760 


1.320" 


3 Users 


49 


3.347 


1.364 


4 Non Users 


49 


3 . 592 


1.211 


i 

i Females 


5 Hippies 


49 1 


2.653 


1.221 


6 Weekenders 


49 


3.327 


1.219 


7 Users 


50 


T.24o 


TTT4T~ 


8 Non Users 


50 


■ 37940*1 


1.139 



ble lC7b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 107a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 

Level 


Total 


' 668.947 


394 








Treat 


64.254 


7 


9-179 


5.875 




Factor 1 


51.029 


3 


17.010 


16.886 


.01 


Factor 2 


1.815 


1 


1. 815 


T.162 


NS 


1 Times 2 


ii.411 


3 


3.804 


2.434 


NS 


Resid. 


" 604.693 


“387 


1.563 
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Table 107c. Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to Data Presented 
in Table 107&. 



Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


5 


1.287“ 


.571 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


2 


1.180* 


.565 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


1 


1.001* 


.556 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


7 


.700* 


.546 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


6 


.613* 


.533 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


3 


.593* 


.516 


Mean 


8 


- 


Mean 


4 


.348 


.490 


Mean 


4 




Mean 


5 


-939* 


.565 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


2 


.832* 


.556 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


1 


• 653* 


.546 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


7 


.352 


.533 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


6 


.265 


.516 


Mean 


4 


- 


Mean 


3 


.245 


.490 


Mean 


3 




Mean 


5 


.694* 


.556 


Mean 


3 


- 


Mean 


2 


• 587* 


.546 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


1 


.408 


.533 


Mean 


3 




Mean 


7 


.107 


.516 


Mean 


3 


- 


Mean 


6 


.020 


.490 


Mean 


6 




Mean 


5 


. 674 * 


.546 


Mean 


6 


— 


Me an 


2 


.567* 


.533 


Mean 


6 




Mean 


1 


.388 


.516 


Mean 


6 


- 


Mean 


7 


.087 


.490 


Mean 


7 




Mean 


5 


• 587* 


.533 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


2 


.480 


.516 


Mean 


7 


- 


Mean 


1 


.301 


.490 


Me an 


1 


_ 


Mean 


5 


.286 


.516 


Mean 


1 


- 


Mean 


2 


.179 


.490 


Mean 


2 


— 


Mean 


5 


.107 


.490 



The male and female hippies and male weekenders seem to be 
strongest in their agreement with this statement. The female week 
enders , the male and female users, and the male non users tend to 
be uncertain as to their position. The female non users, in- 
variably the most conservative, are the only group who on the 

average disagree with the statement. 
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perhaps the most interesting of these series of statements 
is: "This country would be better off if there.were a real revolt," 

because the distribution of responses is so wide that the item 
seems to discriminate well between groups. The analyses of respon- 
ses to this statement are presented below in Table 108 . 

Table 108a. Mean Scores for All Groups in Response to the Statement 
"This country would be better off if there were a real 
revolt." (1 = strongly agree). 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hinnies 


49 


2.224 


1.-2987 


2 Weekenders 


50 


2 . 180" 


i.i oiT 


3 Users 


49 


3-327 


1.346 


4 Non Users 


49 


4.143 


1.010 


Females 


5 Hippies 




1.917 


1.077 


6 Weekenders. 


59 


2.1431 


1.125 


7 Users 


50 


3 . 120 ' 


1.013 


6 Non Users 


50' 


3.740' 


. 996" 



Table 108b. Analysis of Variance ..of Data Presented in Table 108a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 

Level 


Total 


745-462 


393 








Treat 


244.209 


7 


347857 


26.865 




Factor 1 


236 7505' 


3 


78.935 


60.786 


.01 


Factor. 2 


4 . 914 


1 


4.914 


3.784 


NS 


1 Time s 2 


2.490 


3 


■ 

oc 

u> 

o 


7639“ 


NS 


Resid. 


501 . 253 


T5T“ 


1.299 
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Table 108c . Duncan Multiple Range Test for Data Presented in 
Table 108a. 



Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 


Mean 


T 


— 


Mean 


5 


2 . 22 b*~ 


.521 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


6 


2 . 000 * 


.515 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


2 


1.963* 


.507 


Mean 


4 


— 


Me an 


1 


1.919* 


.498 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


7 


1.023* 


.486 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


3 


. 8 l 6 * 


.470 


Mean 


4 


- 


Mean 


8 


. 403 


.447 


Mean 


8 





Mean 


5 


1.823* 


.515 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


6 


1-597* 


.507 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


2 


1 . 560 * 


.498 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


1 


1 . 516 * 


.486 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


7 


. 620 * 


.470 


Mean 


8 


- 


Me an 


3 


. 413 


.447 


Mean 


3 


_ 


Mean 


5 


1.410* 


.507 


Mean 


3 




Mean 


6 


1.184* 


.498 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


2 


1.147* 


.486 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


1 


1.103* 


.470 


Mean 


3 


- 


Mean 


7 


.207 


.447 


Mean 


7 




Mean 


5 


1.203* 


.498 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


6 


.977* 


.486 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


2 


.940* 


.470 


Mean 


7 


- 


Mean 


1 


. 896 * 


.447 


Mean 


1 


_ 


Mean 


5 


.307 


.486 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


6 


.081 


.470 


Mean 


1 


« 


Me an 


2 


.044 


.447 


Mean 


2 




Mean 


>> 


.263 


.470 


Mean 


2 


- 


Mean 


6 


.037 


.447 


Mean 


6 


— 


Mean 


5 


.226 


.447 



Subjects in the hippie groups tend to agree with this statement 
while there are no significant differences among any of the hippie 
groups , all four of them do differ significantly from every other 
group. In fact, 64$ of all subjects in the hippie groups said 
that they agree with this statement either "strongly" or "very 
strongly." The users have a mean score in the "uncertain" category. 
Only 22$ agree with the statement. The male and female non users 
are the only groups whose mean scores are in the "disagreement" 
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cat epory - Sixty— six percent of the non users ar.^ In disagreement 
with this statement; only eight percent are in agreement. 

Alienation from American political institutions is quite widespread. 
Nevertheless , the hippie groups are consistently more disaffected than 
are any of the others. They tend to welcome revolution, to f eel_ that the 
government cannot he trusted, tha z the system does not work, and 
that emigration is a positive act. In most of these sentiments, 
with the noteworthy exception of revolution, they are joined by the 
users. The non users do seem to be quite different and by and large 
cannot be seen as disaffected youth. 

Government is not the only institution from which subjects 
feel alienated. Subjects were also questioned about their attitudes 
toward the institution of the family. First subjects were asked to 
rate themselves on a scale of agreement with the statement: "It 

would be better for kids if families were replaced by a better 
system." The analyses pertaining to these data are to be found in 
Table 109 below. 



Table 109a. Mean Scores for All Groups in Response to the Statement: 
"It would be better for kids if families were replaced 
by a better system." (1 = strongly agree). 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


50 


3.100 


1.237 


2 Weekenders 


50 


2.640 


1.302 


3 Users 


49 


3.612 


1.275 


4 Non Users 


49 


4.102 


.974 


Females 


5 Hippies 


49 


2.673 


1.315 


6 Weekenders 


46 


2.612 


1.253 


7 Users 


50 


3-566 


1.023 


8 Non Users 


50 


4.460 


.606 



Table 109b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 109a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 

Level 


Total 


680.800 


394 








Treat 


148.570 


7“ 


21.224 


15.433 




Factor 1 


140.446 


3 


46.615 " 


34.041 


.01 


Factor 2 


.033 


1 


.033 


~ .024' 


NS 


1 Times 2 


8 .O 91 I 


3 


“ 2.697 


1.961 


NS 


Resid. 


532.230 


307 


1.375 
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Table 109c. Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to Data Presented 
in Table 109a. 



Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Signif leant 
Range 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


5 


1.807* 


.536 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


6 


1.668* 


.529 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


2 


1.640* 


.522 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


1 


1.380* 


.512 


Mea i 


8 


— 


Mean 


7 


. 920 * 


.500 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


3 


.868* 


.484 


Mean 


8 


- 


Mean 


4 


.378 


.460 


Mean 


4 


_ . 


Mean 


5 


1.429* 


.529 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


6 


1.290* 


.522 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean- 


2 


1.262* 


.512 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


1 


1.002* 


.500 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 




.542* 


.484 


Mean 


4 


- 


Mean 


3 


.490* 


.460 


Mean 


3 





Mean 


5 


.939* 


.522 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


6 


. 800 * 


.512 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


2 


.772* 


.500 


Mean 


3 


- 


Mean 


1 


.512* 


.484 


Mean 


3 


- 


Mean 


7 


.052 


.460 


Mean 


7 




Mean 


5 


.887* 


.512 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


6 


.748* 


.500 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


2 


.720* 


.484 


Mean 


7 


- 


Mean 


1 


.460* 


.460 


Mean 


1 





Mean 


5 


.427 


.500 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


6 


.288 


.484 


Mean 


1 


- 


Mean 


2 


.260 


.460 


Mean 


2 




Mean 


5 


.167 


.484 


Mean 


2 


- 


Mean 


6 


.028 


.460 


Mean 


6 


— 


Mean 


5 


.139 


• 460 



Significantly more of the subjects in all of the hippie groups, 
both male and female, agree with the statement than do any of the 
other groups. Thirty percent of the subjects in these groups agree 
with this statement * 325? disagree. The users, both male and female, 
differ significantly from the hippie groups on the one hand and 
the non users on the other. Only 16 % of the the users agree with 
the statement j 575? of them disagree. Finally, the non users are 



O 

ERIC 



161 



- 148 - 



in clear disagreement with the statement. Only six percent of the 
non users agree with it; S0% of them disagree. It seems that this 
is an item which discriminates well between the groups. Perhaps 
the alienation of the hippies from their own families underlies 
their alienation from the concept of the family as an institution. 

Subjects were asked to rate themselves on a scale of agreement 
with the statement: "Many parents really mess up their kids. The 

data analyses of responses to this statement are presented below in 

Table 110. 



Table 110a. Mean Scores for All groups in Response to the Statement: 
"Many parents really mess up their kids." (1 = strongly 
agree ) . 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


50 1 


1.720 


• 

VO 

oc 
: H 


2 Weekenders 


49 


1.612 


.694 


3 Users 


49 


1.816 


• 919 


4 Non Users 


49 ~ 


2.327 


• 977 


Females 


5 Hippies 


49 . 


1.653^ 


.744 


6 Weekenders 


ZfB 


1.687 


.651 


7 Users 


“50 


l.TBo 


.901 


8 Non Users 


50 


2.360 


1 . 054 



Table 110b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 110a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Signif icance 
Level 


Total 


3347396 " 


393 








Treat 


31 .0^9 


7 


4 . 436 


5.644 




Factor 1 


30 ,.740 


3 


10.24'? 


13.039 


.01 


Factor 2 


.003 


1 


.003 


.00 3 


NS 


1 Time s 2 


T3oF 


3 


.102 


.130 


NS 


Resid. 


303.350 


~3W~ 


7T66 
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Table 110c. 



Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to Data Presented 
in Table 110a. 



Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Signif leant 
Range 


Mean 


8 - Mean 2 


7748* 


.405 


Mean 


8 - Mean 5 


.707* 


.400 


Mean 


8 - Mean 6 


.673* 


.394 


Mean 


8 - Mean 1 


.640* 


.387 


Mean 


8 - Mean 7 


. 580 * 


.378 


Mean 


8 - Mean 3 


.544* 


.366 


Mean 


8 - Mean 4 


.033 


.348 


Mean 


4 - Mean 2 


.715* 


.400 


Mean 


4 .*• Mean 5 


.674* 


.394 


Mean 


4 - Mean 6 


.640* 


.387 


Mean 


4 - Mean 1 


.607* 


• 378 


Mean 


4 - Mean 7 


.547* 


.366 


Mean 


4 - Mean 3 


.511* 


• 348 


Mean 


3 - Mean 2 


.204 


.394 


Mean 


3 - Mean 5 


.163 


.387 


Me an 


3 - Mean 6 


.129 


.378 


Me an 


3 - Mean 1 


.096 


.366 


Mean 


3 - Mean 7 


.036 


.348 


Me an 


7 - Mean 2 


.168 


.387 


Mean 


7 - Mean 5 


.127 


.378 


Mean 


7 - Mean 6 


.093 


. 366 


Mean 


7 - Mean 1 


.060 


.348 


Mean 


1 - Mean 2 


.108 


.378 


Me an 


1 - Mean 5 


.067 


.366 


Mean 


1 - Mean 6 


.033 


.348 


Mean 


6 - Mean 2 


.075 


.366 


' Mean 


6 - Mean 5 


.034 


.348 


Mean 


5 - Mean 2 


.041 


00 

^r 

00 

• 



Subjects within all of the hippie groups and within the user 
erouo do not differ signif leant ly from eacn other. The vast maj 
Tty It «£. subj ects agree with the statement. In fact. ^7* of the 

this 8 statement? ^nof us^s^if fer significantly from all^f 
the other groups. Essentially, the majority of them (67%) agiee. 
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but a substantial proportion are uncertain (17%) or disagree (15%) 
with the statement. While this statement is apparently not a 
good discriminator among groups, the indictment of parenthood by 
the vast majority of subjects in all groups is striking. 

Perhaps one fundamental underlying difference between the 
hippies and the non hippies is that the hippies, having seen the 
failure of the social institutions as they exist, are far more 
likely to be willing to do away with the institutions. Hence, 
while they are not the only group to feel that ’’Parents mess up 
their kids,’ 1 or to disagree with the statement that "However poor 
the conventional system is, it works," they are far more likely 
to feel that the family should be replaced by another system, or 
that revolution would benefit the country « 

Finally, subj ect swere asked to respond to a statement about 
one of the major institutions of the society: the public schools. 

They were asked to rate themselves on a scale of agreement with 
the statement: "Schools are becoming more and more irrelevant 

to what’s happening." The analyses of these data are presented 
in Table 111 below. 



Table 111a. Mean Scores for All Groups in Response to the 
Statement: "Schools are becoming more and more 

irrelevant to what’s happening today.” (1 = 
strongly agree). 



Treatment 


Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 




1 


Hippies 


50 


2.040 


1.248 


Males 


2 


Weekenders 


49 1 


1.939 


• 95b 


3 


Users 


49 


2.694 


1.373 




4 


Non Users 


48 


3.642 


1.154 




5 


Hippies 


48 


1.896 


1.159 


Females 




Weekenders 


4£T~ 1 


2.187 


1.333 


7 


Users 


50 


2 . 560 


T7TT6 - 




8 


Non Users 


50 


3.160 


1.178 ~ 



Table 111b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 111a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 

Level 


Total 


646.765' 


391 








Treat 


86.212 


7 


12 . 316 


8.437 




Factor 1 


83.291 


3 


27-764 


19.019 


.01 


Factor 2 


.163 


1 


7IU3 


.112 


NS 


1 Time s 2 


2.758 


3 


.919 


.630 


NS 


Resid . 


560.553 


384 


1.460 
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Table me. Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to Data Presented 
in Table 111a. 



Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 


Mean 8 - Mean 5 


1 . 284* 


.552 


Mean 8 - Mean 2 


1.241* 


.546 


Mean 8 - Mean 1 


1.140* 


.538 


Mean 8 - Mean 6 


• 993* 


.528 


Mean 8 — Mean 7 


.620* 


.516 


Mean 8 - Mean 3 


.486 


.499 


Mean 8 - Mean 4 


.138 


. 474 


Mean 4 - Mean 5 


1.146* 


.546 


Mean 4 - Mean 2 


1.103* 


.538 


Mean 4 - Mean 1 


1.002* 


. 528 

_ _ /* 1 


Mean 4 - Mean 6 


•855' 


. 516 


Mean 4 - Mean 7 


. 482 


.499 


Mean 4 - Mean 3 


. 348 


. 474 


Mean 3 - Mean 5 


.798* 


.538 


Mean 3 - Mean 2 


.755* 


.528 


Mean 3 - Mean 1 


. 654* 


. 516 


Mean 3 - Mean 6 


.507* 


.499 


Mean 3 - Mean 7 


.134 


. 474 


Mean 7 - Mean 5 


.664* 


.528 


Mean 7 - Mean 2 


. 621 * 


.516 


Mean 7 - Mean 1 


. 520* 


.499 

1 1 rr 1 1 


Mean 7 - Mean 6 


.373 


.474 


Mean 6 - Mean 5 


.291 


.516 


Mean 6 — Mean 2 


.248 


.499 


Mean 6 — Mean 1 


.147 


. 474 


Mean 1 - Mean 5 


.144 


.499 


Mean 1 - Mean 2 


. 101 


.474 


Mean 2 - Mean 5 


.043 


.474 



with the exception of the female weekenders whose views* do 
not differ** significantly U the view of the female users signif- 
icantly more subjects in all of the hippie STPhPJ ^ \° Seventy- 
with this statement than do subjects xn the on g v . 

four percent of subjects in the hippie groups * anifest agre< smen 
- statement The users tend toward a mean position of 

Scanty! £u? £U o? them agree with the statement. The non users 
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aiso tend to adopt a mean position of uncertainty. Put fewer of 
them (31%) are in agreement. While this statement does not seem 
to be a major discriminator between groups, the greater disaffection 
of the hippies as well as the tendency toward widespread disaffec- 
tion among all groups are both striking. 

The data presented in this section on alienation from existing 
social institutions are strikingly consistent. Significantly more 
subjects in the hippie groups tend to perceive themselves as being 
alienated from, and outsiders to, the society than do subjects in 
the other groups. In addition, the hippies tend not only to be 
more critical of various institutions such as government, family, 
and school, but are also more likely to consider the abolishment 
of these institutions. 

It seems paradoxical that those who manifest the greatest 
concern about the condition of mankind, are also those who are the 
most alienated from individual human beings on both an interpersonal 
and institutional level. When asked to relate what they see them- 
selves as doing five years from now, subjects in the hippie groups 
are far more likely than others to mention such things as working 
for change ,' 1 "revolution," and "fighting the system." Similarly, 
when asked to choose what well known person they would most like to 
be or have been, subjects in the hippie groups are more likely to 
choose such revolutionary figures as "Che Guevera," "Fidel Castro , 
and "Leon Trotsky" than are subjects in other groups. Subjects in 
the non— hippie groups are more likely to choose such figures as 
'“Martin Luther King," and "Jack Kennedy." Hence, while many subjects 
in all groups choose men of ideals, the hippie subjects choose those 
who have worked to change the system even at the risk of violence, 
while the non-hippie subjects choose those who have worked within 
the system. Hence, it can be said that many of the hippies in our 
sample have a commitment to social change; their ability to make a 
strong personal commitment to individuals rather than to causes is 
somewhat questionable. 



3 . Alienation from Traditionally Valued Goals and Concepts^ : 

What follows is a discussion of how the subjects see themselves 
in relation to the dominant value structure of middle class America. 
That is, the discussion will center around the relationship of 
individuals to the values which might be termed the modal value 
structure of this country. Thus, for example, we will discuss the 
relationship to work in the context of a society which, through its 
Protestant Ethic heritage, has typically placed a premium on success 
through hard work. In a society which stresses the ability of the 
individual to overcome obstacles, we shall examine the subjects' 
feelings regarding future potential for success. 
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First 
becoming a 



subjects were asked to characterize their 
success according to society’s definition 



The scale positions ranged from "no chance of success” 



chances of 
of success, 
to "excel- 



lent chance of success 



Table 112a. Mean Scale Positions of Subjects in All Groups on 

Possibility of Becoming a Success (Society’s Defini- 
tion of Success). (1 * no chance of becoming a success 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


47 J 


2.277 


1.425 


2 Weekenders 


50 


2.020 


1.140 


3 Users 


48 

— 


2.625 


1 . 21 b 


4 Non Users 




3-100 


1 . 025 


Females 


5 Hippies 


47 


1.426 


.676 


6 Weekenders 


49 ~ " 


1.592' 


. y 06 


7 Users 


ZT 8 


2.521 


1.136 


8 Non Users 50 


2.620 


.996 



Table 112b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 112a 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Signif icance 
Level 


Total 


55B.01T 










Treat 


108.796 


7 


15-542 1 


13.182 




Factor 1 


81.217 


3 


27.072 


22.9611 


.01 


Factor 2 1 


20.694 1 


1 


20 . 694 


17.552 


. 01 


1 Time s 2 


6.884 


3 


2.295 


1.946“ 


NS 


Resid . 


449.226 


381 


1.179 
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Table 112c. 



Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to the Data Presented 
in Table 112a. 



Difference 1 

Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 


Mean 4 


- Mean 5 


1.674* 


.496 


Me an 4 • 


- Mean 6 


1 . 508 * 


.490 


Mean 4 


- Mean 2 


1 . 080 * 


.483 


Mean 4 


- Mean 1 


.823* 


.474 


Mean 4 


- Mean 7 


.579* 


.463 


Mean 4 


- Mean 8 


.480* 


.448 


Mean 4 


- Mean 3 


.475* 


.426 


Mean 3 


- Mean 5 


1.199* 


.490 


Mean 3 


- Mean 6 


1.033* 


. 483 


Mean 3 


- Mean 2 


.605* 


.474 


Mean 3 


- Mean 1 


. 348 


.463 


Mean 3 


- Mean 7 


.104 


.448 


Mean 3 


- Mean 8 


.005 


.426 


Mean 8 


- Mean 5 


1.194* 


1 .483 


Mean 8 


- Mean 6 


1 . 028 * 


.474 


Mean 8 


- Mean 2 


. 600 * 


.463 


Mean 8 


- Mean 1 


.343 


.448 


Mean 8 


- Mean 7 


.099 


• 426 


Mean 7 


- Mean 5 


1.095* 


.474 


Mean 7 


- Mean 6 


.929* 


.463 


Mean 7 


- Mean 2 


. 501* 


.448 


Mean 7 


•> Mean 1 


. 244 


.426 


Mean 1 


- Mean 5 


.851* 


.463 


Mean 1 


- Mean 6 


.685* 


.448 


Mean 1 


- Mean 2 


.257 


.426 


Mean 2 


- Mean 5 


.594* 


.448 


Mean 2 


- Mean 6 


.428* 


. 426 


Mean 6 


- Mean 5 


.166 


1 .426 



ran be seen from Table 112b, there are significant differ- 
ences between groups and between the sexes. The hippies an vwe - 
enders feel that they have little or no chance of ?s 

5SSS . ■ 

s: s^-uss^iv-u *s rs- 
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males, who differ significantly from all groups on this item, feel 
that they have a !i good chance" for success. 



It is interesting to note that m response to an item asking 
subiects to characterize society's definition of success, all *ub- 
iects use essentially the same concepts. Subjects in. all groups 
feel that society defines success in terms of material possessions. 



most 

i U , 



commonly are: ’“money 



Words used 

financial,” " security, 
’“competition,” etc. Hence, 
on whether or not they have 
to society's definition is 



material things," 



status — social and 

possessions," "position 
it appears that subjects self-ratings 
a good chance for success according 
done from a common frame of reference. 



17 



Subiects were also asked to rate their chances of 
according to their own personal definition of success. 
?r?£es2 responses are presented in Table 113 below. 



success 
The analyses 



Table 113a. 



Mean Scale Positions of Subjects in All Groups 
"possibility of becoming a success" (Personal 
tion of Success). (1 ~ no chance of becoming 



on the 
Defini- 
a success 



) 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


4 7 


3 • 598 


1 . 2"4"9 


2 Weekenders 


49 


3.551 


1.051 


3 Users 




3.521 


1 . 060 


4 Non Users 


50 1 


3. 7601 


.907 

1 *1 ci n 


Females 


5 Hippies 


49 ^ 


3.163 


1 . 10*4 


6 Weekenders, 


50 


3.300 


1.005 


7 Users 


I 49 


3.461T 


. 950 


1 


8 Non Users 


w 


3.551 


. 905 



Table 113b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 113a 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


• 

Q 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 

Level 


Total 


437-698 


390 








Treat 


11.637 


7 


1.662 


1.494 




Factor 1 


4.446 ' 


3 


1.482 1 


1.332 


NS 


Fa 0 1 or 2 


5.522 


1 


5.522 


4 .96^4 


• 05 


1 Time s 2 


1.669 


3 


.556 


.500 


NS 


Re sid . 


426.061 


I 1 B 3 


1.112 
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Table 113c. 



Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to Data Presented 
in Table 113a. 



Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 


1 Mean 4 - 


Mean 5 


.597* 


.482 J 


1 Mean 4 - 


Mean 6 


. 460 


.476 


1 Mean 4 - 


- Mean 7 


. 291 


.469- 


1 Mean 4 ■ 


- Mean 3 


.239 


.461 


1 Mean 4 • 


- Mean 2 


.209 


• 450 


1 Mean 4 


- Mean 8 


.209 


.435 


1 Mean 4 


- Mean 1 


.164 


. 413 


Me an 1 


~ Mean 5 


.433 


.476 


1 Mean I 


- Mean 6 


.296 


.469 

1, /*■ I 


1 Mean 1 


— Mean 7 


.127 


. 461 


Me an 1 


- Mean 3 


.075 


. 4 50 


1 Mean 1 


— Mean 2 


.045 


.435 


1 Mean 1 


- Mean 8 


.045 


.413 


1 Mean 8 


- Mean 5 


.388 


.469 


1 Mean 8 


- Mean 6 


.251 


.461 


1 Mean 8 


- Mean 7 


.082 


.450 


Mean 8 


-Mean 3 


.030 


.435 


1 Mean 8 


- Me an 2 


.000 


. 413 


Mean 2 


- Mean 5 


.388 


.461 


I Mean 2 


- Mean 6 


.251 


• 450 1 


1 Mean 2 


- Mean 7 


.082 


.435 


Mean 2 


- Mean 3 


.030 


.413 


I Mean 3 


- Mean 5 


.358 


.450 


i Mean 3 


- Mean 6 


.221 


.435 


Mean 3 


- Mean 7 


.052 


.413 


1 Mean 7 


- Mean 5 


.306 


.435 


Mean 7 


- Mean 6 


.169 


. 413 


Mean 6 


- Mean 5 


.137 


.413 1 



Th e =°nt- S t between the -^ponse^to^the^uest ion^bout sqm1 

def lnit lor^is^ striking . In terms . of « Personal definition, it^ay 
be seen that there is ° 0 £sxderabl s . P th ere is a sex difference 

SiS o^asTdlffe^enee between the female hippie 
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and the male non users 
sr'ves as having a 
according to their 



In general, all subjects tend to see them- 

very good chance 1 ' of success 



''good chance” to a ' 
personal definition 



dif fe- 
def ine 



In this context it is interesting tc note some of the 
rences in the way in which the hippies and the non hippies 
Zell personal version of success. Subjects in the hippie groups 
stress the ability to effect changes in the social oraer, self 
actualization, and Dersonal integrity. Most frequently repeated 
concepts are Revolution ,« "brotherhood." cha^e ^ do your 



own thing," "ability to create,- "Knowing - - being," "don't 

prostitute yourself," "having control over one s life. Subjects 
in the non-hippie groups stress specific a ‘baii™ e nts. Most fre 
quent concepts among these subjects are. happy family , y 



to support a family "a loving family 



■children," "comfort 



"high prestige," "education," "professional competence," "security - 
emotional, physical, and financial.” It is interesting f 

that "family" does not appear once among the hippie definitions of 
success Also, "security" which is so important to the non hippies 
is mentioned by very few of the hippie subjects. 



Subjects were asked 
Responses to this question are 



how they feel about working for a living, 
presented below in Table 114. 



Table 114a. Responses to Question: "How do you feel about working 

for a living?" 





Bore 


Middle 

Class 

Hangup 


Necessary 

Evil 


Take it 
or 

Leave it 


Worthwhile 

in 

General 


Worthwhile 
Only if You 
Want to 


H 


M 


10 

20% 


2 

4% 


5 

10% 


3 

6% 


3 i 

6% 


23 

46% 


F 


9 

18 % 


5 

10% 


4 

8% 


1 

2 % 


1 

2 % 


27 

54% 


W 


M 


7 

1 1\% 


7 

14% 


S 

12% 


3 

6% 


1 

2% 


25 

50% 


F 


8 

16 % 


3 

6% 


3 | 

6 % 


3 

6% 


1 

2% 


31 

62% 

“ 7 = 77 * 


u 


M 


3 

6 % 


1 1 
2% 


12 

24% 


2 

4% 


5 

10% 


2b 

52% 


F 


2 

4% 


0 

0% 


5 

10% 


1 

2% 


7 

14% 


33 

66% 


NU 


M 


2 

4% 


1 

2% 


5 


0 

0% 


18. 

3 61. .... 


24 

48% 


F 


1 

. .z% 


1 

2% 


10 

20% 


0 

0% 


9 

18% 


29 

_58j 


0 

ct 


als 


42 

.JUS. 


20 

51 


| 50 

13% 


13 

3 % 


45 

11% 


218 

55% 
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Table 114b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data Presented 
in Table 114a. 





Negative 


Positive 


H 


M 


0 = 20.00 
E = 15.06 


0 = 26.00 
E = 30.94 


F 


0 = 20.00 
E * 15.71 


0 = 28.00 
E = 32.29 


W 


M 


0 = 23.00 
E = 16.04 


0 = 26.00 

E = 32.96 


F 


0 = 17.00 
E * 16.04 


0 » 32.00 

E = 32.96 


U 


M 


0 = 20.00 
E = 16.70 


0 = 31.00 

E = 34.30 


F 


0 * 8.00 
E - 15.71 


0 = 40.00 
E = 32.29 


NU 


M 


0 * 8.00 
E * 16.37 


0 = 42.00 
E = 33.63 


F 


0 = 12.00 
E = 16.37 


0 = 38.00 
E = 33.63 



Chi Square = 23-4177 for 7 d.f. 

p <- 01 



As will be noted from an examination of the above tables, 
approximately one— third of the subjects have nothing good to say 
about work, i.e., work is seen as a bore, a middle class hangup, 
or a necessary evil. A greater number than would be expected 
of the hippies, weekenders, and male users have negative views 
regarding work. 

Subjects were also asked to rate their agreement or disagree- 
ment with the statement: ''Life without a j ob would be a very 

boring and unsatisfying affair." The analyses pertaining to this 
question are presented below in Table 115. 
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Table 115a. Mean Scores for- All Groups in Response to the Statement 
’’Life without a job would be a very boring and un- 
satisfying affair.” (1 = strongly agree). 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 




1 Hippies 


49 


3 • 469 


1.279 ' 


Males 


2 Weekenders 


48' 


3-612“ 


1 . 112 


3 Users 


47 


3-277 


1 . 161 _ 


4 Non Users 


Zt9 ' 


2.245 


1 .204 ~~ 


Females 


5 Hippie"! 


4y 


4 . 082 


. 965 


fc Weekenders 


W5 


3.896“ 


1.005 


7 Users 


50 


2 . 846“ 


1.065 


8 Non Users 


50 


2.620“ 


1.147 1 



Table 115b. Analysis of Variance of Data in Table 115a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 

Level 


Total 


639.644 


"389 








Tre at 


149-009 


7 


21.287"“ 


16.574 




factor 1 


131-5591 


3 


43.853 


34.143 


# 01 


Factor 2 


2.293 


1 


2.293 


— TTT85 


NS 

' r >T O 


1 Time s 2 
Resid. 


15 . 157 
490 .635 


3 

382 


5.052 

1.284 


3.934 


NS 
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Table 115c. Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to Data Presented 
Above in Table 11 5a- 



Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 


Mean 


5 


- Mean 


4 


i ) p 

J. 3 Oj ( « 


.518 


Mean 


5 


- Mean 


8 


1 e -4 6 2 * 


.512 


Mean 


5 


- Mean 


7 


1 


.504 


Me an 


5 


- Mean 


3 


. 305* 


.495 


Mean 


5 


- Mean 


l 


.613* 


.483 


Me an 


5 


- Mean 


2 


.270 


.468 


Mean 


5 


- Mean 


6 


.136 


.444 


Me an 


6 


- Mean 


4 


1.651* 


.512 


Mean 


6 


- Mean 


8 


1.276* 


.504 


Mean 


6 


- Mean 


7 


1.056* 


.495 


Mean 


6 


- Mean 


3 


.619* 


.483 


Mean 


6 


- Mean 


1 


.427 


.468 


Me an 


6 


- Mean 


2 


.0 84 


.444 


Mean 


2 


- Mean 


4 


1.567* 


.504 


Mean 


2 


- Mean 


8 


1.1S2* 


. 495 


Me an 


2 


- Mean 


7 


.972* 


.483 


Mean 


2 


- Mean 


3 


.535* 


.468 


Mean 


2 


- Mean 


1 


. 343 


.444 


Mean 


1 


- Mean 


4 


1.224* 


.495 


Mean 


1 


- Mean 


8 


. 849 * 


.483 


Mean 


1 


- Mean 


7 


.629* 


. 468 


Mean 


1 


- Me an 


3 


. 192 


.444 


Mean 


3 


- Mean 


4 


1.032* 


.483 


Mean 


3 


- Me an 


8 


. 657 * 


.468 


Mean 


3 


- Mean 


7 


.437 


.444 


Mean 


7 


- Mean 


4 


. 595 * 


.468 


Mean 


7 


- Me an 


8 


. 220 


.444 


Mean 


8 


- Mean 


4 


.375 


.444 



The female hippies (70%) and weekenders (64%) and the weekender 
males (68%) are essentially in disagreement with this _ statement . 

The hippie males (52%) tend also to disagree 5 but their mean score 
is significantly lower than that of the female hippies who have 
the highest mean score. In fact 3 the position of the male hippies 
is not significantly different from that of the male users (42% 
disagree) . The female users (34%) and the non users (22%) show 
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slgnif icantly less disagreement than do the other groups. These 
differences among groups in the attitude toward work are rather 
striking. To put it yet another way, only 15# of hippie subjects 
agree that life without a j ob would be unsatisfying; 63 % of the 
non users agree with this statement. 

Finally, subjects were asked to choose whether they would 
prefer working for a salary or not working and obtaining a small 
guaranteed income. The distribution of responses is presented 
below in Table 116. 



Table 116. Responses to Question: "If it were possible to choose 

between working for a decent salary or not working and 
obtaining a small guaranteed income, which would you 
choose?" 





working 

for 

Decent 

Salary 


Living 

on 

Guaranteed 

Income 




M 


9 


4o 


H 




18# 


80# 


F 


1 


^9 






2# 


98# 




M 


14 


r 36 


W 




28# 


12 % 


F 


6 


42 






12# 


84# . 




M 


32 


15 


U 




64# 


30# 


F 


36 


13 






72# 


26# 




M 


42 


7 


NU 




84# 


14# 


F 


43 


7 






86# 


14# 


Totals 


183 

46# 


209 

52# 



Chi Square analysis was not performed since one cell frequency 
or ly . However, it is noteworthy that whereas only 15# over- 
all of hippies and weekenders choose "working for a decent salary, 
77# of the aggregate of users and non users make this choice. It 
seems clear that the issue of work is a major discriminator between 
the hippies and weekenders on the one hand, and the users and non 
users on the other. Apparently, among the latter groups,, work is 
seen as intrinsically important and rewarding, whereas among the 
hippie groups "doing one’s own thing" is more important, with work 
itself seen only as a means to survival. 
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Just as emphasis on work and success is part of the dominant 
American value structure, an emphasis on future time planning is 
also a part ol this value structure. Subjects were asked to state 
the time span which comes to mind when making future plans . Analysis 
of responses to this question are presented in Table 117 below. 

Table 117a. Responses to Question: ir What span of time comes to 

mind when making future plans?' 1 ’ 







A 


A 


A 




A 


After 








Pew 


Few 


Few 


A 


Few 


Finish 


Other 






Days 


Weeks 


Months 


Year 


Years 


School 








6 


2 


6 


7 


16 


5 


5 


H 


M 


12% 


4% 


12% 


14% 


32% 


10% 


10% 




6 


5 


11 


8 


9 


2 


7 




F 


12% 


10% 


22% 


16 % 


18 % 


4% 


14% 






5 


3 


5 


10 


13 


10 


3 


W 


M 


10% 


6% 


10% 


20% 


26% 


20% 


6% 




5 


3 


13 


12 


9 


8 1 


0 




F 


10% 


6% 


26% 


24% 


18% 


16 % 


0% 






2 


0 


— B 


3 


1 18 


14 


6 




M 


4% 


0% 


12% 


6% 


36% 


28% 


12% 


u 


TT1 


2 


1 


2 


16 


13 


14 


1 




F 


4% 


2% 


4% 


32% 


26% 


2 8% 


2% 




iv ft 


o 


1 


1 


7 


11 


23 


5 




M 


0% 


2% 


2% 


14% 


I 22% 


46% 


10% 


NU 




2 


0 


1 


! 6 


13 


23 


5 




F 


4% 


0% 


2 % 


12% 


26% 


46% 


10% 






28 


15 


45 


69 


102 


99 


32 


Totals 


7% 


4% 


11% 


17% 


26% 


25% 


8% 



Table 117b. Results of Chi Square Analysis Applied to Data 
Presented Above in Table 117a* 






Up to a 
?ew Months 


A Year 


More Than 
a Year 


j 

H 


M 


0 = 14.00 
E = 10.41 


0 = 7.00 
E = 8.07 


0 = 21.00 
E = 23*52 


F 


0 = 22.00 
E = 10.16 


“0^ 8.00 
E = 7.88 


0 = 11.00 
E = 22.96 


W 


M 


0 = 13*00 
E = 11.40 


0 = 10 . 00 
E = 8.84 


0 = 23.00 
E = 25*75 


F 


0 = 21.00 1 
E = 12.40 


0 = 12.00 
E = 9 .61 


0 = 17*00 
E = 27*99 


U 


M 


0 = 8.00 
E = 10.66 


0 = 3.00 
E = 8.26 


0 = 32.00 
E = 24.08 


F 


0 = 5*00 
E = 11.90 


0 = 16.00 
E = 9 *_2 3 


0 = 27.00 
E = 26.87 


NU 


M 


0 = 3*00 
E = 10.91 


0 = 7*00 
E = 8.46 


0 = 34.00 
E = 24.64 


F 


0 = 3*00 
E = 11.16 


0 = 6.00 
E = 8.65 


o = 36 . 00 " 

E = 25.19 



Chi Square * 69*7666 for 14 d.f. 



p< * 01 



- 163 - 



As will be noted afcO ve, there is a tendency for the hippies 
and the weekenders, particularly amo'ng the females , • 

to plan in terms of a considerably more at deviated time period than 
do the users and the non users, the majority of whom plan in terms 
of more than a year. This tendency to live in the present, taken 
together with the downgrading of the intrinsic merit of work, is 
distinctly anti-capitalistic, and at odds with the value structure 
of this country. Thus 3 the notion that the hippie groups are alien— 
ated from a traditional emphasis on material success, work, and 
future time planning is supported by the data. 



SUMMARY 

Xn this section on alienation, the following has emerged. 

1) Subjects in the hippie groups tend to feel alienated from 
their families. Their relationships with their families 
tend to be characterized not by hostility, but rather by 
neutrality. Many of them do not appear to have close 
interpersonal relationships; rather they substitute a 
large number of casual acquaintances . Perhaps their 
emphasis on love for all is a defense against the anxiety 
attendant upon closeness to a few. This anxiety may be 

a function of a history of family tension and estrangement. 

2) Subjects in the hippie groups tend to describe themselves 

as alienated from the major institutions of society: 
government, family, school. While many subjects in the 
non-hippie groups, particularly the users, also see 
themselves as alienated and disaffected, the hippies are 
more likely to favor the downfall of the institutions 
which they criticize. While; subjects in all groups are 
critical of government and family , a significantly larger 
number of the hippies favor revolution and the replacement 
of the family with another system. Perhaps differences 
between the groups may be characterized as follows: the 

non users tend to be accepting of the social institutions; 
the users tend to be critical, but do not favor the down- 
fall of the institutions; the hippie groups are critical 
and in favor of terminating the institutions as they cur- 
rently exist. Similarly, the users admire leaders who 
have worked for social change within the system; the hippie 
groups admire revolutionaries. 

3) Subjects in the hippie groups tend to reject traditional 

American values related to an emphasis on material success, 
work, and planning for the future. The users are somewhat 
ambivalent in their responses, but tend to define success 
in terms of traditional concepts, e.g. , education, job 
status, and family life. The non users are generally 
accepting of this framework. 
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4) The non hippies when compared to the hippies differ sig- 
nificantly on most measures of alienation. Nevertheless, 
when the date. on the non hippies are examined in their 
own right it becomes clear that many of these youths are 
also disaffected and disenchanted. To the extent that 
they are in some ways representative of urban and suburban 
youth, it is apparent that there is considerable discon- 
tent among "ordinary" youth. Certainly, this discontent 
is not restricted to the hippies. Perhaps the historical 
role of the hippies has been to catalyze, crystallize and 
embody the malaise of a generation. 
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D. 



-Experience With and Attitudes Toward Sexuality : 



hinnles St co S < -!l! UCh ? aS J een written ab °ut the alienation of the 

a^-^a- b ^ESS».2? 1 ?t f 2TSSJ53 

interested in n p oss^lf r d?ff e?enc?s“etiIeA drug^re Tn/nln Use™ 

al a^roup^re^ore^conservative^^They^are 

institutions and traditional values o ^America wb?if ptin f °£ the 

do express dissatisfaction th^w i-ok.h ‘? merica * While some of them 
of the status quo or at ?h e m^t t? V a sroup V° waI-d acceptance 
interesting to see whether this acceptance of 1 11 be 

SSF'SXSZ'SS practices? ' SS ^ ^ 

study T g?oups a arI S pJes?ntlr?f t, P -? a |ec??? n ;? d dea!f ITt* 

the personal aspects of sexuality: e.K 1 ? ±th 

SlnioM. The SeCMd seotlon dea l s w^h more '^general cttitSdes^nd 8 * 

1.. P ersonal Aspects of Sejcualit f : 

Subjects were asked whether they had ever had c P v„ al 
and if so at what ae-e mh^ „>,4 ever naa sexual intercourse 

presented in Table 118. 1 square anal ysis on these data is 



Table 118. 



Number of Subjects Reporting 
Prior to Age 18, After Age 18 



S 0 xual Int ©rcourse 
* or No Intorcours 



0 . 







Under 18 


Over 18 


No 

Int ere our s 0 


H 


M 


0 - 36.00 
E = 27.50 


0 = 12.00 
E * 12.62 


0 = 2.00 

E = 9.87 


P 


0 = 33.00 
E = 27.50 


0 = 12.00 
. E = 12.62 


0 = 5.00 

E = 9.87 


W • . 


M 


6 = 40.00 
E = 27.50 


0 = 7.00 
E = 12.62 


0 = 3.00 

E - 9.87 


P 


0 = 37.00 
E = 27.50 


0 = 7.00 
E = 12.62 


0 = 6.00 

E = 9.87 


U 


M 


0 = 32.50 
E = 27.50 


O = 16.00 
E = 12.62 


0 = 2.00 
E = 9.87 




P 


0 = 19.00 

E = 27.50 


0 = 21.00 
E = 12.62 


0 = 10.00 
E * 9.87 


NU • 


M 


0 - 18.00 
E = 27.50 


6 = 11.00 
E = 12.62 


0 = 21.00 
E = 9.87 




P 


0 = 5.00 

E = 27.50 


0 = 15.00 

E = 12.62 


0 « 30.00 
E = 9.87 
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Chi Square = 124.7564 for 14 d.f 

p<-001 
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hippies and thV^e'nde not ’note between the 

m terms of whether or not the resnonH w ° r ^ ny - fc his is true both 
the age of first InteJcSSrse Ut ha3 had intercourse and 

which is remarkably similar to that !fMI Se ? sbow a sexual history 
users, as we have seen so la t 1 ml« * t blppie males. The female 
and the non users. The vast* majority^? the^rl* 1 - i ' he hippie groups 
intercourse; among half of those whn^ho the female users have had 
age of 18 . Finally, the h^sto?J of ^ 3 this has been past the 

female , ls quite diffeSIn?' 2n tS both male an d 

our most conservative group the S ma i nr.-t f 6 n ° n users > generally 
course, amo„ s those wh ? ha^.tb^Eg^^ 52 2f 5; 

had known the person^it^whoir^he^r” 8 ^ he lensth ° f time they 

The distribution o? respSnses to ?hi^ff had sexual intercourse, 
in Table 119. No Ch i SqSre anllvslJ ttT “T presente < 1 below 
broad distribution of responses Performed because of the 



Table 119 



---- ^ Pirst^ad^Sexual^Intercourse. thS 
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inspect] on of Table 1x9 reveals a number of interesting trends. 

The non-user. females and female users tend to have had their first sexual 
experience with someone whom they -had known for at least a month 
ihe non user males are more likely to have hadifc-heir first sexual experi- 
6 K Ce i!? 1 K h someone thejy had known for less than a month. However it 

™? 0t ?V n ° e a ? aln that three ° ut ° f female non users! 

and two out of five male non users have never had intercourse. 

Among the hippies and users there is a large proportion of males 
whose first sexual experience occurred at the firs? m?etl£g Long 
the female hippies and both groups of weekenders, the largest propor- 

month°of Acquaint ance?hip! r5t — 1 tJSlT 
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Sub j ect s were asked to express their agreement or disagreement 
^ five point scale with the statement: ''Getting involved sexually 

is very difficult for me.' 1 The mean response for all groups, the 
analysis of variance, and the results of the Duncan Multiple ’Range 
Test are presented below in Table 120. 



Table 120a. Mean Scores for All Groups in Response to Statement: 
'’Getting involved sexually is very difficult for me." 
(1 = stronly agree). 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


__ 


3.735 


1.006 


2 Weekenders 


Zj9 


3.755 


1.001 


3 Users 


48 


3.792 


1.040 


4 Non Users 


46 


3.522 


"1.058 


Females 


5 Hippies 


*47 


3.787 


.944 


6 Weekenders 


50 


3-780 


.965 


7 Users 


zrs 


3.583 


1.115 


o Non Users 


50 


3.160 


1.084 1 



Table 120b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 120a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


significance 

Level 


Total 


425.35^ 


386 








Treat 


16.508 


7 


2.358 


2.186 




Factor 1 


12.250 


3 


4". 083 1 


3.785 


.05 


Factor 2 


17604 


1 


1.604 


1.487 


r NS 


1 Time s 2 


2.654 


3 


78135 


.820 


NS 


Resid . 


408.846 


375 


1.079 
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Table 120c. Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to Data Presented 
in Table 120a. 



Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 


Mean 3 - Mean 8 .632* 


.475 


Mean 3 - Mean 4 .270 


.469 


Mean 3 - Mean 7 .209 


.462 


Mean 3 - Mean 1 .057 


.454 


Mean 3 - Mean 2 .037 


.443 


Mean 3 - Mean 6 .012 


. 429 


Mean 3 - Mean 5 .005 


.407 


Mean 5 - Mean 8 .627* 


.469 


Mean 5 - Mean 4 .265 


.462 


Mean 5 - Mean 7 .204 


.454 


Mean 5 - Mean 1 .052 


.443 


Mean 5 - Mean 2 .032 


.429 


Mean 5 - Mean 6 .007 


. 407 


Mean 6 - Mean 8 .620* 


.462 


Mean 6 - Mean 4 .258 


.454 


Mean 6 - Mean 7 .197 


.443 


Mean 6 - Mean 1 .045 


.429 


Mean 6 - Mean 2 .025 


.407 


Mean 2 - Mean 8 .595* 


.454 


Mean 2 - Mean 4 .233 


.443 


Mean 2 - Mean 7 .172 


.429 


Mean 2 - Mean 1 .020 


. 407 


Mean 1 - Mean 8 .575* 


.443 


Mean 1 - Mean 4 .213 


.429 


Mean 1 - Mean 7 .152 


.407 


Mean 7 - Mean 8 .423 


.429 


Mean f - Mean 4 .061 


. 407 


Mean 4' - Mean 8 .362 


. 407 



As can be seen from Table 120b, the only significant difference 
is the one between groups. There are no significant differences be- 
tween sexes. There is a statistically significant difference be- 
tween the female non users and all other groups, with the exception 
of the male non users. While the differences between the male non 
users and all other groups are in the expected direction, these dif- 
ferences are not statistically significant. While subjects in all 
other groups tend to disagree with the statement, 64% of the non-user 
females either express agreement or uncertainty. It is noteworthy* 

O rever > that 33%, or o he out. of every three, of the subjects in the hippie 
ups expresses either agreement or uncertainty. it seems tnat 
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many of the hippies are not free of anxiety when it comes to sexuality. 

Subjects were asked to respond to the statement: !, X worry about 

being good in bed." The analysis of these data are presented in 
Table 121 below. 



Table 121a. Mean Scores for All Groups in Response to the Statement: 
"I worry about being good in bed." (1 = strongly agree). 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


47 


3.6381 


1.080 


2 Weekenders 


50 


3.520 


1 . 100 


3 Users 


46 


3.370 


1 • ltf 6 


4 Non Users 


W~~ 


3.437 


.911 


Females 


5 Hippies 


48 


3.729 


.884 


6 Weekenders 


49 


3.857" 


.990 


7 Users 


46 


TT5&2 1 


1 . 116 ' 


8 Non Users 


49 


3.429 


1 1.0501 



Table 121b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 121a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 

Level 


Total 


428.426 


384 1 








Treat 


9.273 


7 


1.325 


1.192 




Factor 1 ' 


5-388 


3 


17795 I 


1.615 


NS 


Factor 2 


2.229 


1 


2.229 


2.005 


NS 


1 Time s 2 


1 . 656 1 


3 


.552 


• 

-Cr 

VO 


NS 


Res id. 


419.153 


377 


1.112 







As can be seen from Table 121b, the analysis of variance shows 
no differences between any of the groups. Nevertheless, distribu- 
tion of responses to this statement supports the previous finding, 
that the hippie groups are not anxiety free when it comes to sexual 
behavior. There is some suggestion that this is more of 
for the males than for the females. Forty percent of the male hippies 
and 40fc of the male weekenders either agree with the statement that 
they "worry about being good in bed" or refuse to commit themselves 
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on this point; only 3055 of the female hippies and 28 % of the female 
weekenders follow this response pattern. The users s both male and 
female approximate the response pattern of the hippie and weekender 
males. The non users 3 by and large 0 refuse to commit themselves 
on this item. 

Subjects were asked to agree or disagree with the statement: 
I; My sex life is as good as average . 11 The analyses applied to the 
data on this item are presented in Table 122. 



Table 122a. Mean Scores of All Subjects in Response to Statement: 
"My sex life is at least as good as average." (1 = 
strongly agree). 



Treatment Group 


No. -of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


If£ 


2.109 


. 961 


2 Weekenders 


49 


2.082 


.965 


3 Users 


46 


2.326 


.979 


4 Non Users 


50 


2.660 


1.107 


Females 


5 Hippies 


46 


1.97B 


. 821 


6 Weekenders 


48 


1.979 


. 876 


7 Users 


SB 


2.271 


1.075 


8 Non Users 


49 


2 . 510 


. 906 



Table 122b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 122a 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 

Level 


Total 


-27^7 357 


"38T 








Treat 


21 . 218 " 


7 


3.031 


3 . llV 




Factor 1 


~ 19.946 


3 


6.649 


6.962 


• 01 


Factor 2 


1.154 


1 


1.154 


1.209 


NS 


1 Time s 2 


ms 


3 


.039 


. OTT 


NS 


Res id . 


357 . i4~d~ 


374 


.995 
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Table 122c. Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to Date Presented 
in Table 122a. 



Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 


Mean’ 


4 


- Tie an 


5 


. 682* 


“ TW 


Mean 


4 


- Mean 


6 


. 681* 


.441 


Mean 


4 


- Mean 


2 


.578* 


.435 


! Mean 


4 


- Mean 


1 


. 561* 


.427 


Mean 


4 


- Mean 


7 


• 389 


.417 


Mean 


4 


- Mean 


3 


.334 


.403 


Mean 


4 


- Mean 


8 


.150 


.383 


Mean 


8 


- Mean 


r 


.532* 


.441 


Mean 


8 


- Mean 


6 


• 531* 


.435 


Mean 


8 


- Mean 


2 


.428* 


.427 


Mean 


8 


- Mean 


1 


. 401 


. 41? 


Mean 


8 


- Mean 


7 


.239 


. 403 


Mean 


8 


- Mean 


3 


.184 


.383 


Mean 


3 


- Mean 


5 


.348 


. 4315 


Mean 


3 


- Mean 


6 


.347 


.427 


Mean 


o. 


- Mean 


2 


. 244 


. 417 


Mean 


3 


- Mean 


1 


.217 


.403 


Mean 


3 


- Mean 


7 


.055 


.383 


Mean 


7 


- Mean 


5 


.293 


.427 


Mean 


7 


- Mean 


6 


. 292 


.417 


Me an 


7 


- Mean 


2 


o 189 


.403 


Mean 


7 


- Mean 


1 


. 162 


.383 


Mean 


1 


- Mean 


5 


.131 


.417 


Mean 


l 


- Mean 


6 


.130 


.403 


Mean 


l 


- Mean 


2 


.027 


.383 


Mean 


2 


- Mean 


5 


.104 


. 403 


Mean 


2 


- Mean 


6 


.103 


.383 


Mean 


6 


- Mean 


5 


.001 


OO 

CO 

cn 



As can be seen from the analysis of variance, the only sig- 
nificant difference is a group difference. There are no signifi- 
cant differences b* tween the sexes on this item. Essentially, the 
male and female non users are significantly different from all ot 
the other groups. While mean scores for all groups are on the 
"agree' 1 ' side of the continuum, the degree of agreement is slightly 
less for the non users than it is for all other groups. 
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Finally , subjects were asked to respond to the statement "Seix 
makes me feel guilty . " The analyses pertaining to the responses to 
this statement are presented in Table 123 below. 



Table 123a Mean Scores for All Groups in Response to Statement : 
"Sex makes me feel guilty." (1 = strongly agree) 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


49 


4.2241 


.887 


2 Weekenders 


^9 


4 . 30 6 " 


. 67o 


3 Users 


j 


4.10b 


. 8 81 


4 Non Users 


50 


3-900 


1.025 


Females 


5 Hippies 


47 


4 . 30 2 


* 810 


b Weekenders 


49 


4,102 


. 789 


7 Users 


JTS 


4 . 10 4" 


. 96*3 


b Non Users 


51 


4.020 


. 852 



Table 123b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 123a 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 

Level 


Total 


300.523 


389" 








Treat 


7.816 


7 


1.117 


1.457' 




Factor 1 


5.982~ 


3 


1.994 1 


2.602 


NS 


Factor 2 


.010 


1 1 


.010 


.013 


NS 


1 Times 2 


1.823 


3 


r^oE 


.793 


NS 


Res id . 


_ 92. 707 


382 ' 


TfEE ‘ 


! 





As can be seen from Table 123b, the analysis of variance shows 
no significant differences between groups or sexes. In general, 
the great majority of subjects in all groups disagree with this 
statement. This ranges from disagreement with the statement ex- 
pressed by 90 % of the male weekenders to disagreemfent expressed 
by 68 % of the non-user males. 
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The responses to these items taken together suggest that the 
hippie groups do ' not differ in any significant way from the users , 
and that even the non users show either the same response pattern as 
the other groups or one which is only slightly different . Differences 
between groups 3 where such differences even exist, are certainly not 
major. The data do not bear on the issue of whether or not the hip- 
pies are actually more promiscuous, but they do suggest that in terms 
of personal satisfaction and anxiety subjects in the various groups 
are not so different from each other. 



2. Attitudes Toward and Opinions About Sexuality : 

Subjects were asked to rate their degree of agreement or dis- 
agreement with the statement: “Teenagers should be able to receive 

information about birth control. 11 Data analyses of the responses 
to this item are presented in Table 124 below. 



Table 124a. Mean Scores for All Groups in Response to the Statement: 
"Teenagers Should Be Able to Receive Information about 
Birth Control. (1 = strongly agree). 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Me an 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


46 


1.478 


. 580 


2 Weekenders 


ITS 


1.521 


rr^5 


3 Users 


48 


1.479 


.6451 


4 Non Users 


49 ZJ 


1.816 


. 660 


Females 


5 Hippies 


^7 


1.298 1 


.457 


6 Weekenders 




1.265 


. 441 


7 Users 


50 


1.500 


•155. 


8 Non Users 


50 


1.660 “ 


.651 



Table 124b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 124a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Signif icance 
Level 


“Total 


156V744 


386 1 








Treat 


10 . 8o0~ 


7 


1.551 


TT.030 




Factor 1 


7.905 


3 


^27635 


6 .845 


. 01 


Factor 2 


1.957 


1 


1.957 


5.085 

; i } r . — 


.05 i 


1 Times 2 


799B~ 


3 


.333 


. 


NS 


Resid . 


145.884 


379 


TJ85 
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Table 124c. Duncan. Multiple Range Test Applied to Data Presented 
Above in Table 124a. 



— r 

Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Signif icant 
Range 


Me an 


4 - Mean 6 


. 551 * 


“ i 284 


Mean 


4 ~ Me an 5 


. 518 * 


. 280 


Mean 


4 - Mean 1 


. 338* 


. 276 


Mean 


4 - Mean 3 


.337 s 


. 271 


Mean 


4 - Mean 7 


. 316* 


.265 


Mean 


4 — Mean 2 


.295 s 


. 256 


Mean 


4 - Mean 8 


. 156 


. 243 


Mean 


8 - Mean 6 


.395 s 


. 260 


Mean 


8 - Mean 5 


.362* 


.276 


Mean 


8 - Mean 1 


.182 


.271 


Mean 


8 - Mean 3 


. l8l 


.265 


Mean 


8 - Mean 7 


.160 


.256 


Mean 


8 - Mean 2 


.139 


.243 


Mean 


2 - Mean 6 


. 256 


.276 


Mean 


2 - Mean 5 


.223 


.271 


Mean 


2 - Mean 1 


.043 


. 265 


Mean 


2 - Mean 3 


.042 


.256 


Mean 


2 - Mean 7 


.021 


. 243 


Mean 


7 - Mean 6 


.235 


.271 


Mean 


7 - Mean 5 


.202 


.265 


Mean 


7 - Mean 1 


.022 


.256 


Mean 


7 - Mean 3 


.021 


. 243 


Mean 


3 - Mean 6 


. 214 


.265 


Mean 


3 - Mean 5 


.181 


.256 


Mean 


3 -..;Mean 1 


.001 


. 243 


Mean 


1 - Mean 6 


. 213 


.256 


Mean 


1 - Mean 5 


.180 


. 243 


Mean 


5 - Mean 6 


.033 


. 243 



As -can be seen from Table 124b, there is a significant difference 
both between groups and between sexes. It is c*ear from JP . '" nS ? e ?I 
tion of the means that subjects in all groups agree with this state- 
ment. However, the male non users agree less strongly than any other 
group except the female non users. The female hippies and the fe- 
male weekenders are in strongest agreement with the statement ; they 
are in significantly stronger agreement than the non-user iemales. 
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Close . examination of the data reveals that these differences 
are due more to the extremely small variation within groups than to 
any major differences between the groups. It is interesting that 
not a single subject disagrees strongly with this statement and only 
one percent of the entire sample disagrees at all. 

Subjects were asked to respond to che statement: "Abortions* 

if a child is unwanted* should be legal." Analyses of the responses 
to this item are presented in Table 125 below. 



Table 125a. Mean Scores for All Groups in Response to Statement: 
"Abortions if a Child is Unwanted Should be Legal." 
(1 = strongly agree). 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


49 


1.735 


• 


2 Weekenders 


49 


1.592 


.697 


3 Users 


48 


1.667 


. 9 20 


4 Non Users 


49 


"2 .204 


1 . 160 


Females 


5 Hippies 


48 ' ' 


1.417 


.702 


6 Weekenders 


50 


T7T2TT 


.777 


Users 


49 


I • 755 


1.152 


x. Non Users 


49 


2.061 


T. 185 1 



Table 125b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 125a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


f' 


.Significance 

Level 


Total 


382.803] 


390 








Treat 


27. 065 


7 


3.866 


4.163 




Factor 1 


23.192 


3 


7.731 


■57323 


.01 


Factor 2 


17525* 


1 


1.828 


1.968 


NS 


1 Time s 2 


2.045 


3 




~7TVf 


NS 


Resid . 


355-738 


383' 


.929 
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Table 125c. 



Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied tc Data Presented 
Above in Table 125a. 



Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


5 


• 787* 


TPTl 


Me an 


4 


- 


Mean 


6 


.784* 


.435 


Mean 


4 


- 


Mean 


2 


.612* 


.429 


Mean 


4 


- 


Mean 


3 


.537* 


.421 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


1 


. 469* 


.411 


Mean 


4 


- 


Mean 


7 


. 449* 


• 398 


Mean 


4 


— 


M an 


8 


.143 


• 378 


Mean 


8 





Mean 


5 


.644* 


.435 


Mean 


8 


- 


Mean 


6 


. o4l* 


.429 


Me an 


8 


- 


Mean 


2 


.469* 


. 421 


Mean 


8 


- 


Mean 


3 


-394 


.411 


Me an 


8 


- 


Mean 


1 


. 326 


-398 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


7 


. 306 


• 378 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


5 


• 338 


.429 


Mean 


7 


- 


Mean 


6 


• 335 


?i -i 

• £ J* 


Mean 


7 


- 


Mean 


2 


.163 


.411 


Mean 


7 


- 


Mean 


3 


.088 


.398 


Mean 


7 


- 


Mean 


1 


.020 


• 378 


J Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


5 


.318 


.421 


Mean 


1 




Mean 


6 


-315 


.411 


Me an 


1 


- 


Mean 


2 


.143 


.398 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


3 


.068 


.378 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


5 


. 250 


. 4ll 


Mean 


3 


- 


Mean 


6 


. 247 


• 398 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


2 


.075 


• 37 v, 


Mean 


2 




Mean 


5 


.175 


• 398 


Mean 


2 


— 


Mean 


6 


.172 


.378 


Mean 


6 


- 


Mean 


5 


.003 


• 378 



... As seen from the analysis of variance, there is a sig- 

nir leant difference between groups. The mean scale position of 

*-iir.f rOU S S ranses between the "agree strongly" and the "agree" posi- 
the ° f th ? ™ ale ncn users agree with this statement than is 

5SL? y ° Cher sroup exce P t ^r the female non users. The 

usera agree significantly less strongly than do the fe- 
male hippies and the male and female weekenders. 
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These minor group differences are far less . s ^riwing than 
the hish rate of agreement shown among subjects in all groups. inxs 
ranges from 92% among the female weekenders to 70% among the m<=.le non 
users. Moreover, even among the male non users only 16, o disagree 
with the statement. 



Subiects were asked to rate their agreement with the statement: 
"Laws regulating sexual practices should be abolished.'- The analyses 
pertaining to these responses are shown below in Table 126. 



Table 126a. Mean Scores for All Groups in Response to a Statement:^ 
"Laws regulating sexual practices should be abolished. 
(1 = strongly agree). 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Kean 


S.D. 




1 Hippies ] 


49 


1-551 


. 702 


Males 


2 Weekenders 


ZHJ 


1.604 


. 660' 


3 Users 


4 7 


1.468 


.621 




4 Non Users 


50 


2.020 


1 . 010 
f— r~ S' 




5 Hippies 


47 


1.3^0 


- 55^ 


Females 


6 ~ Weekenders 


d0 


1.340 


.515 


7 Users 


59 


1.653 


.959 




6 Non Users 


49 


2.204 


1.069 



Table 126b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 126a 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 

Level 


Total 


304.452 


388" | 








Treat 


33-334 


7 


in T ^2 


6.692 




Factor 1 


26.902" 


3 


9.634 1 


13-539 


.0“l 


Factor 2 


— . 0 Bit 


1 


To 82 


. 115 1 


NS 


1 Times 2 


4.350 


3 


1.450 


2.036 


NS 


Resid . 


27TTTTB 


361 


.712 
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Table 126c. 



Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to Data Presented 
in Table 126a. 



Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 

— * — — y-y— — — - 


Mean 8 - Mean 5 . 8b4* 


,38c 


Mean 8 - Mean 6 .864* 


.381 


Mean 8 - Mean 3 .736* 


.375 


Mean 8 - Mean 1 .653* 


.369 


Mean 8 - Mean 2 .600* 


. 360 


Mean 8 - Mean 7 -551* 


.348 


Mean 8 - Mean 4 .184 


.331 


Mean 4 - Mean 5 .680* 


.381 


Mean 4 - Mean 6 .680* 


.375 


1 Mean 4 - Mean 3 .552* 


.369 


Mean 4 - Mean 1 .469* 


. 360 


Mean 4 - Mean 2 .4l6* 


.348 


Mean 4 - Mean 7 .367* 


.331 


Mean 7 - Mean 5 -313 


.375 


Mean 7 - Mean 6 .313 


. 369 


Mean 7 - Mean 3 .185 


. 360 


Mean 7 - Mean 1 .102 


. 348 


Mean 7 - Mean 2 .049 


.331 


Mean 2 - Mean 5 .264 


.369 


Mean 2 - Mean 6 .264 


. 360 


Mean 2 - Mean 3 .136 


. 348 


Mean 2 - Mean 1 .053 


. 331 


! Mean 1 - Mean 5 .211 


. 360 


Mean 1 - Mean 6 .211 


. 348 


Mean 1 - Mean 3 .083 


. 331 


Mean 3 - Mean 5 .128 


. 348 


Mean 3 - Mean 6 .128 


.331 


Mpan 6 - Mean 5 .000 


.331 



The analysis of variance shows that there is a significant 
difference between groups , but not between the sexes. The male and 
female non users differ significantly from subjects in all the other 
groups, but they do not differ from each other. Once again, it 
should > be noted that the mean scores for all groups indicate that 
the vast majority of subjects within all groups are in basic agree- 
ment with the statement. In other words, subjects in ail groups feel 
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th?t the sexual practices of a r. individual should he a matter of 
hi^ private concern, rather than of legislative fiat Even among 
the non users 68$ of the subjects are in agreement with this posi 
tion. Only 13% are in disagreement. 

It seems perfectly clear that subjects in all groups are in 
foyor of sex information for teenagers ana against legislative inter 
ference with the sexual practices of the individual. The differences 
on these issues between the non users and the other groups are _ gen- 
uinely differences in degree rather than in kind. The vast majority 
of all study subjects agree with the principle of individual deter- 
mination . the non users simply agree less strongly. 

Supporting the view that subjects in all groups favor and desire 
dissemination of information about various aspects of sexuality are 
data presented in Table 127 below. Only the frequency distribution 
of responses is presented. Due to the large spread of these respon- 
ses no statistical analyses were performed. 



Table 127. Response Frequencies for Various Categories of Information Desired by Subjects 
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It Is apparent that the areas In which additional information 
is desired by the greatest number of subjects are contraception and 
abortion. This is followed closely by a wish for further informa- 
tion about pregnancy. It is interesting that subjects in all groups 
want further information in more or less the same areas. In no 
group do the subjeers feel so sophisticated that they report no 
need for further information. It is also noteworthy that in no 
group do more than one in three subjects feel that they require fur- 
ther information about any specific topic. Hence, in all groups the 
majority of subjects feel well-inf onaea on these issues, but also in 
all groups there are some subjects who would like further information. 

Subjects were asked to respond to a number of statements deal- 
ing with various aspects of sexual morality. First, subjects were 
asked to rate their agreement or disagreement with the statement: 
,; There is nothing vnrong with premarital sex. Analyses of the re- 
sponses to this statement are presented in Table 128 below. 



Table 128a. Mean Scores for All Groups in Response to Statement. 

“There is nothing wrong with premarital sex. ,! 

(1 = strongly agree). 



Treatment 


; Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 




1 


Hippies 


49 


1 . 490 


.610 


Males 


2 


Weekenders 


~ 47 


tttttjz 


7^3 




"Users 


^"3 


'1.562 


— ttst 




4 


Non Users 


48 


2.208 


.934 




-L. 


Hioples 


47 


'l.468| 




Females 


6 


Weekenders 


50 


1.320 


.508 


_ZL 


Users 


47 


1 . 660 


.8 57“ 


! 


8 


Non Users 


49 


2.531 


1.0 71 



Table 128'o . Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 128a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 

Level 


Total 


329.543 


384 








Treat 


58.400 


7 


8.343 


11.600 




Factor 1 


, ~52.108 


3 


17.369 


24.151 


.01 I 


Factor 2 


.004 


1 


.007" 


.006 


NS i 


1 Times 2 


6 .'287 


3 


2.096 
-TIT — 


2.914 


NS i 


( Resid . 


271.143 


\37T 




r~ — ~ : J 




19 ' 



84 - 



Table 128c. Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to Data Presented 



Above in 


Table 


> 128a 


* 




Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 


Mean 




— 


Mean 


6 1 


.211* 


.388 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


5 1 


.063 s 


• 383 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


1 1 


.041* 


. 377 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


3 


• 969 s 


• 370 


Mean 


8 


— 


Me an 


7 


. 871 s 


. 362 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


2 


.829* 


• 350 


Me an 


8 


- 


Mean 


4 


.323 


• 332 


Mean 


4 




Mean 


6 


.888* 


• 383 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


5 


. 740* 


• 377 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


1 


.718* 


.370 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


3 


.646* 


• 362 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


7 


.548* 


■ 350 


Mean 


4 


- 


Mean 


2 


. 506 * 


.332 


Me an 


2 




Mean 


6 


.382* 


• 377 


Mean 


2 


— 


Me an 


5 


.234 


• 370 


Mean 


2 


— 


Mean 


1 


.212 


• 362 


Mean 


2 


— 


Mean 


3 


.140 


-350 


Mean 


2 


- 


Mean 


7 


.042 


• 332 


Mean 


7 




Me an 


6 


. 340 


.370 


Mean 


7 


— 


Me an 


5 


.192 


. 362 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


1 


.170 


• 350 


Mean 


7 




Mean 


3 


.098 


.332 


Mean 


3 




Mean 


6 


.242 


. 362 


Me an 


3 


— 


Mean 


5 


.094 


• 350 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


1 


.072 


• 332 


Mean 


1 




Mean 


6 


.170 


.350 


Mean 


1 


- 


Mean 


5 


.022 


.332 


Mean 


5 


— 


Me an 


6 


.148 


.332 



As can be seen from Table 128b, there is a highly significant 
between groups. The male and female non users differ 
significantly from every other group, but do not differ signifi- 
cantly fx-oin each other. Once again, the really noteworthy finding Is 
that the majority of subjects in all groups, even the non-user 
are accepting of the idea of premarital sex. 
of the female wc»kenierc express agreemer 

fifty -four i» r 'A‘eent o± the female non users express agreement. How- 



ever, only 20$ Of l.ho female 



groups , 

Ninety-eight percent 
with the statement : 



ner> nnovfi emirees di sagreement 
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Subjects were asked to rate their agreement or disagreement 
with the statement : "There is nothing wrong with extramarital s 

The analyses pertaining to this statement are presented in Table 
below. 



Table 129a. Mean Scores for All Groups in Response to Statement: 
“There is nothing wrong with extramarital sex." 

(1 = strongly agree) 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


47 


2.362 


1.175 


2 Weekenders 


4b 


2.70b 


1.T41 


3 Users 


47 


2 . 915 


17078 


4 Non Users 


50 


3-540 


1-099 


Females 


5 Hippies 




2.604 


1. 16 b 


6 Weekenders 


49 


2.286 


1.107 


7 Users 


49 


3. "327 


1-095 


8 Non Users 


50 


3-520 


1.118 



Table 129b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 129a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance . 
Level 


Total 


584.193 


387 








Treat; 


BF75TI 




12.373 


9-449 




Factor 1 


T6THT0T 


3"“ 


25-603 i 


19-553 


.0"! 


Factor 2 


225 


l' ' 


.225 


.172 


NS 


1 Time s 2 " 


9-577 


" 3' 


" "3-192 — 


2 743 8~ 


NS 


Resid . 


497.582 


380 


1 -"309"' 
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Table 129c. Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to Data Presented 
Above in Table 129a. 





l 

3‘ 


Difference 
stween Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Significant 
Range 


Mean 


T 


— 


Mean 


6 


1.254* 


• 523 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


1 


1.178* 


• 517 


Me an 


4 


— 


Mean 


5 


.936* 


.509 


Mean 


it 


— 


Me an 


2 


.832* 


. 500 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


3 


.625* 


.438 


Mean 


4 


— 


Mean 


7 


.213 


. 472 


Mean 


4 


- 


Mean 


8 


.020 


.449 


Me an 


8 





Mean 


6 


1.234* 


.517 


Me an 


8 


— 


Mean 


1 


1.158* 


.509 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


5 


.916* 


. 500 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


2 


. 812 * 


.488 


Mean 


8 


— 


Mean 


3 


.605* 


.472 


Mean 


8 


- 


Mean 


7 


.193 


.449 


Mean 


7 




Mean 


6 


1.041* 


.509 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


1 


.965 


.500 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


5 


.723* 


.488 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


2 


. 619 * 


.472 


Mean 


7 


- 


Mean 


3 


.412 


. 449 


Mean 


3 





Mean 


6 


. 629 * 


.500 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


1 


. 553 * 


.488 


Me an 


3 


— 


Mean 


5 


. 311 


.472 


Mean 


3 


- 


Mean 


2 


. 207 


.449 


Mean 


2 




Mean 


6 


. 422 


.488 


Mean 


2 


— 


Mean 


1 


.346 


.472 


Me an 


2 


- 


Mean 


5 


.104 


.449 


Me an 


5 





Mean 


6 


. 318 


.472 


Mean 


5 


- 


Mean 


1 


.242 


.449 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


6 


.076 


.449 



The results of the analysis of variance show that there is a 
highly significant group difference, but no sex difference. The 
responses to this item are interesting because this is the first 
1 -era in this section in which the users show a significant difference 
from the hippie groups. The female users differ significantly from 
the hippies and the weekenders, but they do not differ significantly 
from the male users or from the non users. The male users differ 
only from the female weekenders and the male hippies. 
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The mean position of all groups shows that fewer subjects in 
all groups accept the idea of extramarital sex, than accept the idea 
of premarital sex. In fact, there is not a single group, even among 
the hippie subjects, in which the majority of subjects are in agree- 
ment with the idea of extramarital sex. Among the hippie groups, 
somewhat less than half of the subjects are in agreement; at least 
one-third express uncertainty. Among the male users, approximately 
one-third of' the subjects are in agreement, another third are un- 
certain, and the final third disagree. Among the female users and 
the male and female non users the majority of subjects are not accept 
ing of extramarital sex; only 20 % of subjects in these groups do ac- 
cept this notion. 

Subjects 'were asked to respond to the statement: "Sex without 

love is meaningless.” The analyses of responses pertaining to this 
statement are presented in Tables 130 below. 

Table 130a. Mean Scores for All Groups in Response to Statement: 

,! Sex without love is meaningless.” (1 = strongly agree) 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


49 


3.122 


1.256 


2 Weekenders 


49 


3.061 


1.252 


3 Users 


4~6 


3-521 


1.275 


4 Non Users 


50 


2.620 


1.147 


Females 


5 Hippies 


48 


3.125 


1.201 


6 Weekenders 


49" 


2 


1.223 


7 Users 


50 


2 40 


1.180" 


8 Non Users 


50 


2 20 


1.207 



Table 130b. Analysis of Variance of Data Prese? ed in Table 130a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 

Level 


Total 


629-394 


392 








Treat 


4"6 .538 


7 


6.648 


4.391 




Factor 1 


28". 530 


3 


9-510 


6 . 282 


.01 


Factor 2 


9.756 


1 


9.756 


"6.444 


.01 


I Times 2 


8.253 


3 


2 . 751 


1.817 


NS 


Re sid . 


582.856' 


385 
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Table 130c. Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to Data Presented 
Above in Table 130a. 



Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Signif leant 
Range 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


8 1 


.201* 


7552 


Mean 


3 


_ 


Mean 


4 


• SOI* 


• 556 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


7 


.781* 


.547 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


6 


.643* 


.538 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


d 


.460 


.525 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


i 


.399 


.508 


Mean 


3 


- 


Mean 


5 


.396 


. 482 


Mean 


5 




Mean 


8 


.805* 


.556 


Mean 


5 


— 


Mean 


4 


.505 


.5^7 


Mean 


5 


— 


Me an 


7 


.385 


.538 


Mean 


5 


— 


Mean 


6 


.247 


.525 


Mean 


5 


— 


Mean 


2 


.064 


. 508 


Mean 


5 


- 


Mean 


1 


.003 


.482 


Mean 


1 


_ 


Mean 


8 


. 802* 


.547 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


4 


. 502 


.538 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


7 


.382 


.525 


Mean 


1 




Mean 


6 


.244 


.508 


Mean 


1 


- 


Mean 


2 


.061 


.482 


Mean 


2 




Mean 


8 


.741* 


• 538 


Mean 


2 


— 


Mean 


4 


.441 


.525 


Mean 


2 


— 


Mean 


7 


. 321 


. 508 


Mean 


2 


- 


Mean 


6 


.183 


.482 


Mean 


6 




Mean 


8 


. 558* 


• 525 


Mean 


6 


— 


Mean 


4 


. 258 


.508 


Mean 


6 


- 


Mean 


7 


.138 


. 482 


Mean 


7 


r r 


Mean 


8 


. 420 


.508 


Mean 


7 


- 


Mean 


4 


. 120 


.482 


Mean 


4 


- 


Mean 


8 


.300 


.482 



The results of the analysis of variance show a significant 
difference between groups, and between the sexes. The female non 
users differ significantly from all groups except the male non users 
in that they tend to express agreement with the statement. The 
male non users are the only group in which the majority ( 70 %) of the 
subjects are in agreement with the traditional value placed on the 
relationship between love and sex. The male non users differ sig- 
nificantly only from the male users. This is a departure from the 
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resoonse pattern of the male non users. In other words , this 
^ -? +• om nrpspntpri in this section on which the mean posi— 

not differ from that of subjects in 
Almost half (44%) of the male non users 
traditional relationship between love and 



typical 

is the first item presented 
tion of the male non users does 
all of the hippie groups, 
are in agreement with the 
sex 



Interestingly enough, the female users differ significantly only 
from the male users. Whereas 44% of the female users agree with the 
concept that love should accompany a sexual relationship, ohly 22% 
of the male users agree with this concept. In fact, 50% of the male 
subjects in this group disagree; they are the only group with a 
majority of subjects reporting in the"disagree 'category . 



The surprisingly large number of subjects in the hippie groups 
who agree with this statement (33%) is, in the light of other data, 
unlikely to be a function of an adherance to traditional morality; 
rather it may reflect their interpretation of the word "love. 1 In 
other words* many hippies may feel, by their definition of love, that 
anyone with whom they are involved sexually is an object of their love 



In terms of conventional morality, then, the non users can be 
seen as the most conventional group although the majority of them 
do accept the idea of premarital sex. There is no group In which 
the majority of subjects accept the concept of extramarital sex. 

A large proportion of subjects in the hippie groups seems to place 
a positive value on marital fidelity. Similar to the acceptance 
of premarital sex. Is the tendency for most subjects not to be in 
supoort of the traditional emphasis on the relationship between love 
and* sex. In fact, only a majority of the female non users support 
this relationship. However, a large proportion of the subjects in 
the hippie groups do support the idea of sex in the context of a 
re] ationship . Hence, it seems that the majority of subjects in ai 
groups accept the idea of premarital sex ;> in the context of a love 
relationship. The attitude seems to be "if we love each other, why 
not?" But this attitude does not carry over into extramarital sex. 



In order to obtain some measure of the respondents’ views on 
the importance of sex as an issue in their lives and of their overa 
positive or hostile attitude toward sex, they were asked to respond 
to the statement: "Sex is highly over-rated." The analyses pertain- 

to this item are presented below in Table 131* 
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Table 131a. Mean Scores for All groups in Response to Statement: 
' ~ “Sex is highly over-rated . (1 = strongly agree). 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


..ales 


1 Hippies 


47 


3/532 


1.069 


2 Weekenders 


50 ^ 


3.400 


1.166 


3 Users 


- ttB — 1 


3-375 


1.033 


4 Non Users 


50 


3.180 


1.2ll 


Females 


5 Hippies 


4b 


3 . 70b 


. 912 


6 Weekenders 


50 


3.520 


1.269 


7 Users 


49 


3-469 


1.21^4 


b Non Users 


49 


2. b 7 b 


1.100] 



Table 131b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 131a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Sauares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Significance 

Level 


Total 


520.220 


390 






. 


Treat 


22 „ 022 


7 


3.14-6 


2 . 419 




Factor 1 


lb. 443 


3 


6.148 i 


4.72V 


.01 


Factor 2 


.055 


1 


.055 


.042 


NS 


1 Time s 2 


3 . 52-4 


3 


1.175 


.903“ 


NS 


Res id . 


498 . iW 


383 


1.301 
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Table 131c. Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to Data Presented 
in Table 131a. 



Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Signif leant 
Range 


Ms an 


5 


- 


Mean 




. 830* 


• 521 


Mean 


5 


— 


Mean 


4 


.523* 


-515 


Mean 


5 


- 


Mean 


3 


.333 


.507 


Mean 


5 


— 


Mean 


2 


.308 


.498 


Mean 


5 


- 


Mean 


7 


.239 


.487 


Mean 


5 


- 


Mean 


6 


.188 


.471 


Mean 


5 


— 


Mean 


1 


.176 


.44? 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


8 


.654* 


.515 


Mean 


1 




Mean 


4 


• 352 


.507 


Mean 


1 


- 


Mean 


3 


• 157 


.498 


Mean 


1 


- 


Mean 


2 


.132 


.487 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


7 


.063 


.471 


Mean 


1 


— 


Mean 


6 


.012 


.447 


Mean 


6 


— 


Mean 


8 


.642* 


.507 


Mean 


6 




Mean 


4 


. 340 


.498 


Mean 


6 




Mean 


3 


. 145 


. 487 


Mean 


6 


— 


Mean 


2 


.120 


.471 


Mean 


6 




Mean 


7 


.051 


.447 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


8 


.591* 


.498 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


4 


.289 


.487 


Mean 


7 


— 


Mean 


3 


.094 


.471 


Mean 


7 


- 


Mean 


2 


.069 


.447 


Mean 


2 


— 


Mean 


8 


.522* 


.487 


Mean 


2 




Mean 


4 


.220 


.471 


Mean 


2 


— 


Mean 


3 


.025 


.447 


Mean 


3 




Mean 


8 


.497* 


.471 


Mean 


3 


— 


Mean 


4.. 


.195 


.447 


Mean 


.4 


— 


Mean 


8 


.302 


.447 



The anal y sis of variance shows that there is a significant 
lx Terence between groups , but not between the sexes. Thi :z differ— 
ls Primarily one between the female non users, and all other 

the male non users * In fact, the male non users differ 
signifi canti y only from the female hippies and fewer of the female 

^ sre f wlth this statement ( 10 %) than is true of any other 
S? / ma J° rit y of the subjects in all groups, with the exception 

? f oi f emale non users, disagree with this denigration of the cen- 
tral role of sexuality. Only 2 €% of subjects in the female non-user 
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group disagree with the statement. 

Finally, in terms of another aspect of cur inquiry into con- 
ventional morality among subjects in the various groups, subjects 
were asked to respond to the statement: "I don't respect girls 

who sleep around. ,! The analyses of the responses to this item are 
presented in Table 132 below. 



Table 132a. Mean Score for All Groups in Response to Statement: 

I don't respect girls who sleep around." (1 = strongly 
agree) . 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Malers 


1 Hippies 


49 


3.796 


1.088 


2 Weekenders 


49 


3.776" 


1.015 


3 Users 


. 


3.375 


1.013 


4 Non Users 


50 


2.W 


1.070 


Females 


5 Hippies 


H 6 


3TTB31 


.9961 


5 Weekenders 


49 


3*776 


.9 53 


7 Users 


50 


3.200 1 


1.095 


8 Non Users 


51 


2.8241 


-”9"44 



Table 132b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 132a. 



Source 


Sum of 
Squares 


D.F. 


Mean Square 


F 


Slgnif icance 
Level 


Total 


471.388 


r 391 








Treat 


50.599 


7 


8.657 


" 8.093 




Factor 1 


59-765 


3 


19.922 


18.522 


H 

O 

• 

1 


Factor 2 


.500 


1 


.506 


.467 


NS 


1 Times 2 


T3I5 


3 


. 112 


. 10T 


“ITs 


Re sid' 


} 4'iO . 788 


381T 


1.076 
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Table 132c. Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to Data Presented 
Above in Table J-32a. 



T 

Difference 
Between Means 


.05 Level 
Shortest 
Signif icant 
Range 


Mean 


1 - Mean 




.972* 


.473 


Mean 


1 - Mean 


4 


. 916* 


.476 


Mean 


1 - Mean 


7 


. 596* 


. 460 


Me an 


1 - Mean 


3 


.421 


. 452 


Mean 


1 - Mean 


2 


. 920 


.441 


Mean 


1 - Mean 


6 


. 020 


.427 


Mean 


1 - Mean 


5 


.013 


. 406 


Mean 


5 - Mean 


8 


• 959* 


.467 


Mean 


5 - Mean 


4 


. 903 s 


.460 


Mean 


5 - Mean 


7 


.583* 


. 452 


Mean 


5 - Mean 


3 


.408 


.441 


Me an 


5 - Mean 


2 


.007 


.427 


Me an 


5 - Mean 


6 


.007 


. 406 


Mean 


6 - Mean 


8 


.952* 


.460 


Mean 


6 - Mean 


4 


.896* 


. 452 


Mean 


6 - Mean 


7 - 


.576* 


. 441 


Mean 


6 - Me an 


3 


.401 


.427 


Mean 


6 - Mean 


2 


.000 


. 406 


Mean 


2 - Mean 


8 


• 952* 


. 452 


. Mean 


2 - Mean 


4 


. 896 * 


.441 


Mean 


2 - Mean 


7 


.576* 


. 427 


Mean 


2 - Mean 


3 


.401 


.406 


Me an 


3 - Mean 


8 


.551* 


.441 


Mean 


3 - Me an 


4 


. 495* 


.427 


Mean 


3 - Mean 


7 


.175 


.406 


Mean 


7 - Mean 


8 


• 376 


.427 


Mean 


7 - Mean 


4 


. 320 


. 406 


Mean 


4 - Mean 


8 


.056 


.406 



As can be seen from Table 132b , there is a highly significant 
difference between the groups, but interestingly enough there is no 
difference between the sexes. The male and female non users differ 
significantly from all groups, with the exception of the female 
users. Whereas a third of both the female users and non users and 
44/S of the non user males are in agreement with this statement, only 
nine percent of all subjects in the hippie groups agree with this 
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statement . Similarly 3 only 16% of 
statement. In fact 3 a majority of 
disagree with the statement. 



the male users agree with this 
all subjects in the hippie groups 



Subjects were then asked to respond to the statement: I 

don't respect guys who sleep around." The analyses of these respon- 
ses are presented in Table 133 below. 



Table 133a. Mean Scores for All Groups in Response to Statement. 

"I don't respect guys who sleep around." (1 = strongly 
agree) . 



Treatment Group 


No. of Subjects 


Mean 


S.D. 


Males 


1 Hippies 


49 


3-837 


1.094 

— ~ rrr 1 


2 Weekenders 


49 


3.878 


.982 


3 Users ~j 


48 


3.846 


. 878 


4 Won Users 


“49 


3.204 


I .030 


Females 


5 Hippies 


4 8 


3.875 


• 9 71 


t Weekenders 


49 


3.714 1 


-~79&9 


7 Users 


50 


3.500 


.943 


8 Non Users 


51 


3.039 


.928 



Table 133b. Analysis of Variance of Data Presented in Table 133a. 



Source 


Sim 

h 


F. 


' r 

Mean Square 


F 


Significance 

Level 


Total 




, 




■ , 


Treat 


3^ - yy 3 


7 


4.999 


5 • -lJ8~ 




Factor 1 


33-105 


3 


11.035 


11.342" 


. 05 


Factor 2 


1.317 


1 


1.317 


. 1.353 1 


NS 


1 Times 2 


.572 


3 


.191 


T195" 


NS 


Resid . 


374 .5891 


385" 


.973 
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Table 133c. Duncan Multiple Range Test Applied to Data Presented 
in Table 133c. 



.05 Level 



Difference 
Between Means 


Shortest 

Significant 

Range 


Mean 


5 - Mean b 


.855* 


T451 


Mean 


5 - Mean 4 


.650* 


.445 


Mean 


5 - Mean 7 


. 394 


.439 


Mean 


5 - Mean 3 


.248 


.431 


Mean 


5 - Mean 6 


. 180 


. 421 


Mean 


5 - Mean 1 


.057 


.407 


Mean 


5 - Mean 2 


.016 


.387 


Mean 


2 - Me an 8 


.839* 


.445 


Mean 


2 - Mean 4 


.674* 


.439 


Mean 


2 - Mean 7 


.378 


.431 


Mean 


2 - Mean 3 


. 232 


. 4 2 1 


Mean 


2 - Mean 6 


.164 


.407 


Mean 


2 - Mean 1 


. 041 


.387 


Mean 


1 - Mean 8 


.798* 


.439 


Mean 


1 - M‘>an 4 


. 633 * 


. 431 


Mean 


1 - Mean 7 


.337 


.421 


Mean 


1 - Mean 3 


.191 


.407 


Mean 


1 - Mean 6 


.123 


. 387 


Mean 


6 - Mean 8 


.675* 


.431 


Mean 


6 - Mean 4 


. 510 * 


. 421 


Mean 


6 - Mean 7 


.214 


.407 


| Mean 


6 - Mean 3 


.068 


.387 


Mean 


3 - Mean 8 


.607* 


. 421 


Mean 


3 - Mean 4 


.442* 


.407 


Mean 


3 - Mean 7 


.146 


. 387 


Mean 


7 - Mean 8 


.461* 


.407 


Mean 


7 - Mean 4 


.296 


.387 


Mean 


4 - Mean 8 


.165 


.387 



The significant differences between groups are not nearly as 
strong as in response to the previous item. The male ^female 
non users differ significantly from all other groups . The p 
S? responses to thif statement is not very different from the pattern 
of responses to the previous statement about not respecting girls who 
"fieep around?" hllnc percent of the subjects in the hippie groups 
alrefw^h She statement when it is about girls , ? ®ven percent agree 
when it is about guys. Thus it seems that among the hippies. 
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least in terms of professed attitudes, the double standard is dead. 
The non-user males and females and the user females show the greatest 
degree of agreement with the statement when it is applied to females; 
they show considerably less agreement when it is applied to males. 

For instance, whereas 32$ of the user females and 44$ of the non- 
user males agree with the statement when applied to females, only 
16$ of the user females and 24$ of the non-user males agree with it 
when it is applied to men. Hence, it seems that the double standard, 
while not upheld strongly by these groups, is still present to some 
extent . 
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SUMMARY 

1) The majority of subjects feel that sex is important to 
them, and they do not feel guilty or excessively anxious 
about their sexual adequacy or behavior. Nevertheless, 
a substantial number of hippies as well as non hippies 
experience difficulties in this area. 

2) Similarly, the majority of subjects in all groups do not 
condemn premarital sex, but they do feel that sex should 
be part of a love relationship. The majority of subjects 
do not condone the practice of extramarital sex. 

3) The double standard, in terms of acceptance of promiscuity 
by men but not by women is not supported by the majority 
of the subjects. However, the proportion of subjects 

who show no allegiance to the double standard is highest 
among the more liberal groups, e.g., the hippies, week- 
enders, and male users. 

4) The vast majority of subjects in the hippie groups, and 
in the male user group have had sexual intercourse . 

Among a substantial proportion of it ales, particularly 
hippies and users, the first sexual experience was with 
someone they had known for only a iay. Among hippie 
females and both groups of weekenrers the largest number 
report a first sexual experience alter a month. A sub- 
stantial number of non users and of female users have never 
had intercourse. Among the females who have had inter- 
course, relationships of at least a month’s duration are 
far more common. Among the males shorter term relation- 
ships are just as common as those of at least .a month's 
duration . 

5) The position of all subjects on most issues is a liberal 
and tolerant one. The majority of all subjects support 
the idea of abortion, are in favor of personal over legis- 
lative control of sexual practices and feel that teenagers 
should be given information about contraception. A number 
of subjects in all groups indicate that they would like 
more information about contraception and abortions. 

6) The major and most outstanding finding in this section 
is the consistent agreement between all subjects on most 
attitudinal items. While the non users tend to differ from 
all of the other groups, these differences are almost in- 
variably differences in degree rather than in kind. 
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E . SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 



I. Purposes of the study : 

The study was designed to provide descriptive data on several 
samples of drug users and to compare these with non— drug users. 

The study focused on the characteristics of four groups: hippies, 

weekend hippies ("weekenders"), non-hippie drug users, and non- 
hippie non-users. 

Information was collected from study participants to provide 
descriptive data in the following areas: family backgrounds, their 

drug orientation and practices, attitudes and beliefs reflecting 
alienation, and their sexual orientation and practices. 



II . Study sample : 

The segment of the study sample defined as "hippies" had to 
meet all of the following criteria: 

1. Self-perceived alienation from the goals and 
values of society. 

2. Self-identification as hip. es or "free men." 

3. Identification and/or sympathy with a specific 
group of hippies, e.g., "diggers," "provos." 

4 . A life style, including dress and abode, which 
was that commonly associated with the hippies. 

5 . Identification with the "drug scene." 

The other sample groups, namely "weekenders" " ... ' .ppie 

users (referred to simply as users) and non-hippie non-users (ref- 
ferred to simply as non— users) are defined in this report. 

The total study population consisted of 465 individuals of 
whom 219 were hippies and weekenders, and 246 were users and non- 
users. The age range of the respondents was 14 to 35 , with most 
being in their late teens or early twenties . Approximately half 
the respondents were: male, and half female. 



III. Methodology : 



A highly structured interview schedule was administered 
individually to study respondents by trained interviewers. Hippie 
interviewers were recruited from the hippie community to work with 
hippies and weekenders in the East Village of New York City. For 
the non-hippie respondent groups, subjects were recruited from the 
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membership of the Community Centers operated by the . Associated 
YM-YWHAs of Greater New York. These subjects were interviewed by 
staff members of the Center for Community Research, who also pro- 
vided training and supervision to the nippxe interviewers. 

The study has the following limitations: 

1. The study was designed as a preliminary 
descriptive survey to learn about the 
characteristics of a given target popula- 
tion. It was not designed to test pre- 
dictions, or to engage in hypothesis 
testing. 

2. Some liberties have been taken in the 
imposition of certain statistical 
analyses . There are dangers inherent 
in the application of Chi Square tests 
in cases where cell frequencies are as 
low as some found in the data reported. 

However, it was felt that any such dangers 
were far outweighed by the ability of such 
tests to provide a clear, and more com- 
prehensible picture, along the dimensions 
being tapped. Likewise, the application 
of the Duncan Multiple Range Test in the 
case of unequal cell entries also 

must raise some methodological questions; 
however, as was explained in the text, 
there is reason to believe that the errors, 
if any, would be small. 

3. The study report d.<?,cx_L. ^nencmena 
which existed during 1969-70. Thus, 
currently existing phenomena may in 
some respects be different. Moreover, 
the study definition of drug use already 
appears tc be somewhat naive and dated. 



IV. Major findings. : 

A. Family baclqrr ound and demographic characteristics : 

1. Male hippies, and weekenders of both sexes, 
came f 'rom less socic.lly prestigious, less 
well- vc -do family backgrounds than did the 
non-users and, in particular, the users. 
However, the majority of S_s in all groups 
come from middle or upper class families. 
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2. The female hippies often do come from 
fairly affluent family backgrounds. They 
are the only group which reflect the 
popularized notion of ' , hippiedom , ' as a 
flight from affluence. 

3. The users, like the female hippies, come 
from relatively affluent family backgrounds. 
The users come from families of higher 
socioeconomic status than do non-users. 

4. A relatively large number of hippies and 
weekenders are school dropouts, as con- 
trasted with users or non-users. Among 
the dropouts, most dropped out either in 
senior high school or during the first 
year of college. The weekender females 
are most highly represented in the dropout 
category . 

5. The hippies and weekenders profess the 
least religious allegiance among all 
groups studied. Forty percent of the 
hippies and weekenders are of Jewish 
origin. Non-users are the most 
religiously observant group. Among all 
groups, there is a drop in religious 
observances and affiliations. This 
trend is most marked across all study 
groups among S_s of Jewish origins. 

6. A relatively large number of hippie 
respondents come from religiously mixed 
marriages . 

7. Politically, the hippies, weekenders, 
and users can be characterized as "left" 
of the non-users . There are no striking 
differences found among the parents of 
subjects in the various groups. 

8. There is a marked tendency toward family 
tensions among the families of hippies and 
weekenders, in terms of broken families, 
frequency of arguments, and relative lack 
of family closeness. Many of their homes 
are characterized by instability, tension, 
and breakdown. For example, over half the 
female hippies come from broken homes. In 
contrast, the users and non-users come from 
relatively more stable homes which are 
characterized by a feeling of family unity 
and a relative absence of arguments. 
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9- More subjects among the hippies and week- 
enders smoke, but rower use alcohol than 
is the case among the users and the non- 
users. No differences were found in terms 
of drinking habits of the parents of sub- 
jects in the four groups. However, more 
of the hippies report instances of family 
members who have a drug- or alcohol-related 
problem . 



B. Drug orientation and, practices : 

For the purpose of the study a drug user was defined as one 
who used marijuana or hashish once a month, or who reported using 
any other drug (LSD, raethadrine, DMT, STP, opium, etc. ) on more 
than two occasions. 



1. The average age of all drug users in this 
study was 22; the average age of first 
marijuana use was 19 * 



2. The hippies use more drugs than any other 
group, followed by the weekenders, and 
trailed by the users. The latter use 
primarily marijuana and hashish; relatively 
few of them are involved with any other 
drugs. It is important to note that the 
user group has . een involved with mari- 
juana lor about three years, yet they have 
by and large not gone on to other drug use. 

1 

3. Drug use is primarily a peer group phenomenon. 
Most drug users of all kinds are initated 
into drug use by their close friends; they 
use marijuana in small groups of friends. 

The popular image of the marijuana user as 
a pusher of drugs onto the uninitiated is 
not supported by these data. Most drug users 
learn about drugs from their friends , and the 
opinions of their friends are more important 
to them than the opinions of anyone else. 

Most of a drug user's friends are not opposed 
to drug use . 




4. Only ten percent of subjects reported feeling 
"miserable" just prior to their initiation 
into drug use. Another H5% state that they 
had some problem(s) at this time. The hippies 
and weekenders are more likely to see them- 
selves as having problems than was the users. 
The overall impression is that the majority 
of drug users did not turn to drugs because 
of feelings of despair and misery. 
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5. Among subjects who acknowledged problems 

prior tc initial drug use, the most commonly 
reported problems were: feelings of detach- 

ment. from society, lack of meaningfulness in 
their lives, lack of direction, and lack of 
attachment to one person. Feelings of sadness 
or tension, inability to get along with family, 
and problems in school are prevalent. These 
problems are common tc all drug users, i.e., 

no problem is specific to a particular group. 

6. The majority of drug users reported that their 
first drug experience, which was most typically 
with marijuana, was a pleasurable one. 

7. All drug users, whether they used a particular 
substance or not, show high agreement regarding 
the properties they attributed to the substance. 

In addition, they were well aware of differences 
between various substances. Marijuana and hashish 
were described as more positive attributes by 
more people than any other drug, including 
alcohol. 

8. Bad trips were reported by 15% of marijuana 
users, and by 36 % of LSD users. However, bad 
trips did not seem to be a very important 
deterrent in terms of further use. The most 
frequent reasons given for termination of use 
were "loss of interest" and "fear of physical 
damage."' Since many drug users stated that 

they had tried a particular drug out of curiosity 
about its effects, many seemed to terminate 
use once this curiosity had been satisfied. 

It seems also that in the case of those drugs 
where the possibility of physical damage has 
been clearly established and well publicized, 
fear of damage acted as a deterrent for some 
users . 

9. Approximately 75% of all drug-using respondents 
report having been first exposed to marijuana. 

The vast majority (82$) of drug-using respondents 
report current or prior use of hashish, this 
being the second or third drug of exposure. A 
minority of respondents (38%) use or have used 
mescalin, with hippies being the highest users. 
Current or past use of LSD was reported by 70% 

of the hippies, and 58% of the weekenders. 

Current or previous use of heroin was reported 
by 22% of the hippies, 20% of the weekenders, 
and 8% of users. About 25% of all respondents 
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report current cr prior use of barbiturates 
and methadrine. Other amphetamines were used 
by over 4 0 £ of hippies and weekenders, and 
19 % of users. The use of cocaine was reported 
by 52£ of the hippies, by 33£ of the weekenders, 
and by 17 % of users. 



C. Alienation : 

Fo r the purpose of this study, alienation has been defined 
as a lo^s or lack of relatedness with people, institutions, and 
values of the external society where some form of relationship 
might normally be expected. 

1. One of the most important, if not the most 
important concomitants of drug use and 
'‘dropping out" were feelings of alienation 
from family, from society, and from major 
societal institution. 

2. The feelings of alienation among the various 
user groups were accompanied in most instances, 
by a desire to effect some change in the order 
of society. Interestingly, while among the 
hippie and weekender groups such change was 
often seen as attainable only through revolution, 
within the user group, change was to be sought 
through peaceful, more traditional means. 

3. As would be expected, the hippie group rejected 
the traditional American value structure, plac- 
ing as it does emphasis upon achievement through 
work, attainment of material goals, etc. The 

user group was relatively more tolerant of American 
values; however, it is to be noted that all groups, 
both user and non-user, presented a profound con- 
cern with the "American way of life." Certainly 
the discontent with the current "scene," char- 
acteristic of the hippies, is not confined to 
that group alone. Rather, it would seem that 
the role of the hippies has been to catalyze, 
crystalize, and embody the malaise of a generation, 
and a society. 

4. In terms of relationships with mothers, the least 
amicable feelings were reported by female res- 
pondents - hippies, weekenders, and users. By 
contrast, non-user females see themselves closer 
to their mothers than dees any other group. In 
general, the self-perceived relationship to 
mothers of all drug user groups tends to be 
neither amicable nor hostile; rather, it may be 
characterized as one of neutrality. 
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5 . In terms of relationships with fathers, male 
hippies and weekenders perceived themselves 
as detached from fathers. lion-users were 
significantly mere attached to their fathers 
than were all groups of users. 

6. A majority of hippies and weekenders reported 
feelings of being an "outsider" to their 
parental families. 

7. A large number of hippies reported they have 
"no best friend" and have no relationships 

of long standing with friends. They do have, 
however, an incredibly large number of "friends." 
There is some evidence of an inability to 
establish close personal ties. 

8. Subjects in the hippie groups described them- 

selves as alienated from the major institutions 
of society: government, family, school. While 

many subjects in the non-hippie groups, particu- 
larly the users, also saw themselves as alienated 
and disaffected, the hippies were more likely to 
favor the downfall of the institutions which they 
criticize. While subjects in all groups were 
critical of government and. family, a significantly 
larger number of hippies favored revolution and 
the replacement of the family with another system. 
Perhaps differences between the groups may be 
characterized as follows: the non— users tended to 

be accepting of the social institutions.’ the users 
tended to be critical, but did not faver the down- 
fall of the inscitutions; the hippie groups were 
critical and in favor of terminating the institu- 
tions as they currently exist. Similarly, the 
users admired leaders who have worked for social 
change within the system; the hippie groups admired 
revolutionaries . 

9. Subjects in the hippie groups tended to reject 
traditional American values related to an emphasis 
on material success, work, and planning for the 
future . The users were somewhat ambivalent in 
their responses, but tend to define success in 
terms of traditional concepts, e.g., education, 
job status, and family life. The non-users were 
generally accepting of this framework. 
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D. Experience with and attitudes toward sexuality : 

1. The majority of subjects felt that sex is 
important to them, and they did net feel 
guilty or excessively anxious about their 
sexual adequacy or behavior. Nevertheless , 
a substantial number of hippies as well as 
non-hippies experienced difficulties in 
this area. 

2. Similarly, the majority of subjects in all 
groups did not condemn premarital sex, but 
they did feel that sex should be part of a 
love relationship. The majority of subjects 
did not condone the practice of extramarital 
sex . 

3. The double standard, in terms of acceptance 
of promiscuity by men but not by women was 
not supported by the majority of the subjects. 
However, the proportion of subjects who showed 
no allegiance to the double standard w*as high- 
est among the more liberal groups, e.g., the 
hippies, weekenders, and male users. 

4. The vast majority of subjects in the hippie 
groups, and in the male user group have had 
sexual intercourse. Among a substantial pro- 
portion of males, particularly hippies and 
users, the first sexual experience was with 
someone they had known for only a day. Among 
hippie females and both groups of weekenders, 
the largest number reported a first sexual 
experience after a month. A substantial number 
of non-users and of female users have never had 
intercourse. Among the females who have had 
intercourse, relationships of at least a month’s 
duration were far more common. Among the males, 
shorter term relationships were just as common 
as those of at least a month’s duration. 

5 . The position of all subjects on most issues was 
a liberal and tolerant one. The majority of 
all subjects supported the idea of abortion, 
were in favor of personal over legislative con- 
trol of sexual practices and felt that teenagers 
should be given information about contraception. 

A number of subjects in all groups indicated that 
they would like more information about contra- 
ception and abortions. 
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6= The major and most outstanding finding in 
this section was the consistent agreement 
between all subjects on most attitudinal 
items. While the non-users tended to differ 
from all of the other groups, these differ- 
ences were almost invariably differences in 
degree rather than in kind. 



V. Seme final thoughts : 

Throughout the data, many differences among the groups studied 
tended to be differences of degree rather than kind. This is 
particularly true when contrasting the user group with the hippies. 
Certainly this is true with regard to sexuality; it appears equally 
true with regard to perhaps the most important single study dimen- 
sion, i.e., alienation. We seem to be addressing ourselves to the 
examination of a continuum of attitude and practice, rather than to 
a comparison of properties, among totally different groups. 

From the data available, it is not possible to establish any 
causal relationships among the factors studied. On the basis of 
these data, it is suggested however that further research efforts 
be devoted to examining more closely the antecedents to, and con- 
comitants of, alienation. It is suggested, for example, that 
families be studied, in longitudinal fashion so as to trace more 
closely the possible causation of growing feelings of alienation, 
as well as the possible outcomes of such feelings of alienation. Par- 
ticularly in the light of certain of the data discussed in this 
report, it is suggested that an investigation be made of the rela- 
tionship between parental goals and goal fulfillment, particularly 
as these relate to family tensions. This in turn should be related 
to the nature and adequacy of the role models made available by 
parents to growing children. These factors may play a crucial role 
in the development of feelings of alienation. Highly related to 
this, it is suggested that further investigations focus upon family 
stability, harmony, and marital happiness as possible influences on 
feelings of alienation. 

It is suggested that further research focus not so much on 
drug user per se, but upon those factors which, in the context of 
a drug oriented society, culminate in activities destructive to 
self and society. It has been impossible, to date, to develop a 
satisfactory definition of drug use, let alone abuse, for the very 
reason that these terms have meaning only in the context of a 
particular individual, at a particular time, in a particular situa- 
tion. This being the case, it would seem most potentially fruitful 
to examine those intra-f amilial and personality factors which cul- 
minate in the use or abuse, and which, in point cf fact, determine 
whether use, or abuse, is actually taking place. 




